There are no nazardous waste disposal faciiities iocated in the County of San Diego. All
nazardous waste generated in the County of San Diego 1s either recvcisd or disposed of
outside of the county tor out of the state depending on the tvpe of hazarous waste:. All

noazardous waste must be disposed of in a State-centified or EPA-certified hazardous waste
landfill.

Solid Waste [ 2aisiatjon

In an effort 1o reduce the amount of solid waste in the waste stream and thus extend the life
of the existing County landfills. the County is actively pursuing source reduction and
recycling opuons throughout the region. This is also in response to the Integrated Waste
Management Act of 1989 (AB 939). which requires that each ciry and county within the
State of Calirornia recvcle or divert 25 percent of its waste stream by this vear and
30 percent by the vear 2000. In response to this mandate. the County's Source Reduction
und Recycling Element (SRRE) was developed in 1992 to define the County’s short-.

medium-. and long-term goals and 10 propose strategies to meet those goals.

The County has also adopted a Mandatory Recveling Ordinance that reguiates the storage.
collection and recovery of marketabie and recyclable materiais and the disposal of solid

waste. The Mandatory Recyciing Ordinance includes the following elements (County of
San Diego 1992):

* designauon of materials 10 be recycled from residential. commercial. and
industrials sources

* a prohibition against disposal of designated recvclable materials with mixed
retuse at County solid waste facilities

* arequirement that waste haulers operating in the unincorporated areas of the
County must provide their customers with collection of designated recvclables

1n accordance with the regional implementation schedule

* a4 requirement that waste generators in the unincorporated area must store
designated recyclables separately from solid waste pick-up
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Proposed Facilities

The Citv of San Diego is pursuing the development of a new lundfill in the central area of
San Diego. The landfill project is currently in the eariy stages of the environmentai process
and the Environmentai Impact Report is expected to be finalized by the vear 1998 (City o1
San Diego 1995a). Additionally. a private company. Serveon. is proposing 1o site 2
landfill in Nonth County at Gregorv Canyon. This landfill is also in the early stages of the

environmental process and is not expected to be in operation in the near future.

Specific Plan Area Impacts

Criteria for Significance Determination

A significant impact would occur if the project results in a substantial need for additional
capacity of solid waste service in order to serve the project.

Waste Generation

Waste generation is tvpically based on a rate per capita rather than by square feet or acreage
of residential development. The average per capita rate of waste generation is 7.22 pounds
per day (approximately 1.3 tons per year) (County of San Diego 1992). Thus. buildout of
the residences in Santa Fe Valley SPA is expected to generate 24.866 pounds per day

(4.477 tons per vear) of solid waste based on a resident population of 3.444 persons.

Solid Waste Facilities

It is anticipated that the San Marcos Landfill can accommodate the solid waste generated
within the SPA. However. since the MUP for that landfill is expected to expiré in the vear
2000. the waste generated from Santa Fe Vallev could potentiailv be transported to another
landfill in the region. such as Sycamore landfill. In a worst case scenario. waste may be
transported out of the region if the County’s landfill capacity problem is not resolved by the
lime existng facilities are full. However. since the City of San Diego and Servcon are both
proposing landfilis in the region. it is likely that either of these two proposed facilities could
eventually accommodate the solid waste generated from this project. Impacts to regional
solid waste service resulting from this project are difficult to quanufy because of the
unknown details regarding the future of solid waste disposal in the North County. The
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County’s General Plan projects that thers will be a 2.6 percent increase of per capina
production of waste annualiy. This projection 1» used as a future pianning tool for
additional waste facilities.

Although the Specific Plan does not incorporate policies specific to solid waste in its Pubiic
Faciliues element. the enforcement of the Integrated Waste Management Act and the
County’'s Mandatory Recycling Program would serve to minimize the project's impacts on
solid waste disposal.

Funding Methods

Currently. solid waste program costs are supported entirely from use or “upping tees”
which are placed in the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund., established to maintain and acquire
waste disposal facilities. A portion of service charges. fees against property. and/or
development impact fees could be used to fund facility expansion and new facility
development. State loans and grants may be available for specific programs. The County

is also exploring the use of revenue bonds to fund new solid waste facilities.

Level of Significance

This project would require additional solid waste service capacity. however the additional
capacity required to service the project is relatively low. The project is consisient with
popuiation projections for the SPA as included in the County’s General Plan. and
therefore. does not impact regional population projections used to pian solid waste facilities
in the region. Therefore. no significant impacts are identified.

Mitigation Measures

Since no significant impacts were identified for solid waste. no mitigation measures are
necessary.
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4.13.9  Gas and Electricity
Existing Conditions

Electrical power and natural gas are provided to the site by the San Diego Gas and Electric
Company (SDG&E). SDG&E currently has three electric transmission corridors extending
directly through the Specific Plan Area (see Figure 4.13-1).

There are currently no gas lines in place within the Santa Fe Valley SPA. but they exist in
adjacent developments. SDG&E currently has no plans for any future gas svstem or
substation improvements in the area (Holland 1995).

Specific Plan Area Impacts

itenia for Significance Determinati

Potential significant impacts to gas and electricity services would result if

* an interruption or disruption of utility services occurs as a result of a physical
displacement and subsequent relocation of public utility infrastructure. Such
impacts would be considered significant if the result would be a direct long-term
Service interruption or permanent disruption of essential public utilities.

the project would resuit in encroachments into existing easements or a decrease
in accessibility capabilities during construction.

the project results in substantial need for additional capacity of utility
infrastructure or the substantial need for additional services. or substantial

alterations to utility service areas in order to service the project.

the project results in a substantial decrease in existing levels of service in the
project area.
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Gas and Electnic Faciiities

Upon project impiementation. the need for additional load capaciry for gas and electric
services will be generated. SDGA&E has indicated that eas and electric distribution facilities
can be made available to serve this proiect pursuant 10 SDG&E's ruies filed with and
approved by the Califomia Public Utilities Commission «Holland 19931,

As seen in Figure 3-3. the proposed land use within the rights-or-way of SDG&E's
easements containing power lines. TL616, 23021, and 13825 is Open Space 1 (OS-D)
areas. OS-1 is defined as permanent open space that will remain in an undisturbed
condition. Since these easements are within areas that are proposed as permanent open
space and no development will occur within these areas. no impacts reiated to construction
and accessibility in or adiacent to the transmission lines would occur.

Land uses within the right-of-way of the easement containing power lines 13804 and
23000 are planned to be Low (1 dwelling unit per 2.1-4 acres) to Very Low (1 dwelling
unit per 4.1-6 acres) density residential development. No project-specific details are
available for these Low and Very Low Residential designated areas. As development
proposals are submitted for these areas under the Specific Plan, the project applicants
would be required to demonstrate. as part of the County’s review process. that they are not
impacting existing SDG&E easements.

Specific Plan Policies

The goal of the Specific Plan Public Facilities Element is to provide for adequate public
safety services and facilities 10 accommodate the Specific Plan land uses in Santa Fe Valiey.

Level of Significance
Impacts to gas and electric facilities and provision of service are not significant.
Mitigation Measures

Since there were no significant impacts identified for gas and electric services. no
mitigation measures are necessar'.
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+4.13.10 Parks and Recreation

Existing Conditions

There are generally three types of parks: regtonal. community. and neighborhood. Park
rvpe is usually defined bv size. service area. and recreauonal amenities. No parks currentiy
exist in the Santa Fe Valley SPA: however the Focused Planning Area (FPA) for the San
Dieguito River Valley Regional Park covers a substantial portion of the SPA (see Figure 8-
1). Two regional parks exist approximately 4 miles west of the SPA: 1) San Dieguito
County Park and 2) San Elijo Lagoon Countv Park and Ecological Reserve. The Black
Mountain Park exists to the south of the SPA. Lake Hodges also provides regional and
local recreation opportunities including boating. fishing, hiking. horseback riding,
bicycling. and jogging. A portion of the land around Lake Hodges is also used as a
community park by local area residents. Severa] golf courses exist in the vicinity of the

SPA. although these are not considered part of the public park system. No local parks
exist in the vicinity of the Santa Fe Valley SPA.

Specific Plan Area Impacts

The Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan proposes a 13-acre neighborhood park. located in the
Bernardo Lakes Tentative Map area. and a network of trails in the OS-1 areas. Standards
for local parks and recreational facilities exist in the San Diego County General Plan
Recreation Elemen. the San Dieguito Community Plan. and the Park Lands Dedication
Ordinance {PLDO). The County's Recreation Element and San Dieguito Community Plan
establishes a standard for local park land of !5 acres per !.000 residents. Although this
standard exists, the County's existing park facilities fall far short of meeting the standard.
According to the County's Recreation Element. the County provides approximately
1.5 acres of local parkland per 1.000 unincorporated residents (County of San Diego,
1993b). The County. per the State Quimby Act (Government Code Section 66477 et.
seq.). can require dedication of up to a maximum 3 acres per 1.000 population of park land
from developers. To implement the Quimby Act. the County's PLDO sets forth mandatory
park dedication and in-lieu fee requirements for local parks. The PLDO requires
developers to dedicate 3 acres of Jand per 1.000 population for park purposes or pay an in-

lieu fee of 51,000 per dwelling unit. The in-lieu fees are used by the County to acquire

and/or improve park land. The remaining 12-acre deficit of the County's 15-acre park land
standard must be made up from other sources.
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The County’s Recreation Element defines locai parks us those providing ror recreational
uses 1n proximiry to the homes of County residents. in contrast to regional facijiues which
serve tne entire County. The San Dieguito Communuy Plan rurther recommends that local
park land be distributed into the following park facilities:

* 1/3 devoted to neighborhood recreational facilities

* 1/3 for community parks

*  the remainder for other facilities serving the community. such as trails or nature
preserves

The San Dieguito Community Plan also recommends that parks be sited in conjunction with
schools 1o encourage joint use of facilities and the provision of a network of trails for
horseback riding and hiking.

Based on the County’s standards for park land. the Santa Fe Vallev SPA would be required
to provide approximately 12.6 acres of local park land (at 3.5 persons per dwelling unit).
Since the Specific Plan proposes a 13-acre park. the project meets the County PLDO
standard for local park land dedication. However. using the Recreation Element park land
standard of 15 acres per 1.000 population. the SPA would need to provide a total of
63 acres of park land: a deficit of 50 acres.

The Specific Plan also provides open space to accommodate the San Dieguito River
Regional Park. The SPA OS-1 designation totals approximateiy | 400 acres of land. The
Specific Plan proposes riding and hiking trails along the San Dieguito River Valley in
conjunction with the OS-I land. The County has been coordinating with the San Dieguito
River Park Joint Powers Authority to locate the trails in accordance with park needs.

Because the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan includes a neighborhood park that meets the
County PLDO standard and provides for other recreational opportunities in accordance with
the goals of the San Dieguito Community Plan and San Dieguito River Valley Park Concept
Plan. no impacts related to parks and recreation are identified.

Level of Significance

No significant impacts are identified for paris and recreauon issues.
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SECTION 5
UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This EIR evaluates all issue areas listed in the Notice of Preparation as having the potential
10 result in significant environmental impacts. The issue areas include land use. biological
resources. cultural resources. visual quality/aesthetics. traffic/circulation. noise. air quality.,
hydrology/water quality, geology/seismicity/soils, paleontological resources. population/
demographics. socioeconomics. and public services and utilities. Based on the
environmental impact assessment in this EIR. land use, noise, population/demographics,
socioeconomics, and some aspects of public services and utilities would not result in
significant impacts. All other issue areas evaluated in this EIR would result in significant
adverse environmental impacts, but implementation of recommended mitigation measures
would reduce all identified significant impacts. Therefore, unavoidable significant
environmental impacts would not result from implementation of the Santa Fe Valley
Specific Plan.
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SECTION 6
SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

Pursuant to Section 15126 (f) of the CEQA Guidelines. an EIR is required to discuss any
significant irreversible environmentai changes which would be involved with the proposed
project should it be implemented. Impiementation of the Santa Fe Vallev Specific Plan
would involve permanent development of 1.200 residential dwelling units with ancillary
uses including two golf courses. The Specific Plan also proposes a neighborhood
commercial area, supporting infrastructure. and communiry facilities.

Some nonrenewable resources would be used over time during the buildout of the Specific
Plan Area. Fossil fuels would be used by construction equipment during construction
activities. Aggregate, sand and gravel would be used for roads. building pads. and
infrastructure.

The Santa Fe Valley area has been used historically for agriculrural purposes, and a few
agricultural operations still remain. The project would change the use of Santa Fe Valley
from scattered agricultural operations to an area developed for residential uses. This
represents an irreversible environmental change.

The Santa Fe Valley area is characterized by diverse, high quality visual character.
including varied topographic features, prominent ridgelines and landforms. Grading, cut
and fill slopes. and construction of obtrusive structures would result in landform alteration
and a reduction of visual guality. Santa Fe Vallev also supports substantial sensitive
biological resources (i.e.. sensitive spectes and sensitive habitats). This loss of natural
open space. and its associated visual and biological resources. would represent an
irreversible environmental change.

Grading. compaction. and construction of impervious surfaces would alter local drainage
channels and runoff characteristics. increase erosion rates, and exacerbate the loss of native
top soils. Losses of these undisturbed open space attributes are considered permanent
within the project limits due to the effects of project-related grading, compaction, streambed
alteration, and construction of impervious surfaces.

About 55 percent of the physical project area. or 1.755 acres of land would change from its
present condition to future development. Approximately 45 percent of the project site’
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would remain as undisturbed natural open Space. Almost every physical aspect of the
portions of the SPA proposed for development would be changed from present conditions
in order to accommodate the future development. Specific impacts associated with the
changes mentioned above are discussed throughout this EIR for each resource area. Santa
Fe Valley has been designated for fumre development by the San Dieguito Communiry Plan
since before 1987. The San Dieguito Community Plan identifies Santa Fe Valley as a
Specific Plan Area (SPA) and mandates coordinated and sensitive development of this area.

Mitigation measures are incorporated into this EIR that would mitigate identified impacts of
the plan.
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SECTION 7
GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Section 15126(g) of the California Environmental Qualitv Act (CEQA ) Guidelines requires
a discussion of the potential growth-inducing impacts of a project: described as “the ways
in which the proposed project couid foster economic or population growth. or the
construction of new housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.”
A project can induce growth by reducing or removing barriers to growth. for example the
extension of new utilities infrastructure into 2 previously undevetoped area, or by allowing
an amenity that may attract new population or economic activity. Growth inducement may
place increased demands on existing community facilities. Certain growth inducing
impacts may facilitate or exacerbate the effects of other activities. either individually or
cumulatively, that could result in a significant effect to the environment. Section 15126 of
the CEQA Guidelines cautions that growth in an area must not be assumed to be necessarily
beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.

The effects of development in Santa Fe Valley would generally be minor and incremental.
Based on SANDAG's growth projections and assumptions regarding the subregion's share
of County-wide growth, ownership and income qualifications, and Santa Fe Valley's
market share of the subregional growth, it is estimated that Santa Fe Valley could
reasonably capture approximately 80 single-family detached housing units per year up to
ultimate build-out total for the SPA of 1.200 units, (Economics Research Associates 1993).
This would represent a potential to add approximately 3,444 persons to the area.

The project aiso proposes development of recreational facilities such as golf courses, a
complementary resort-style hotel. and a small retail/service oriented commercial area.
However. the golf and reson facilities represent a relatively low intensity, passive land use.
The scale of commercial activity will be limited and its market share is anticipated to
generally draw from areas within the immediate vicinity around the SPA. Therefore,
recreational and commercial amenities associated with the project would not attract a
substantial amount of economic activity or new population to the area.

The proposed project would require the extension of public utilities and services to serve
the project site. However, the provision of utilities and services to the project by existing
services would not introduce services to other. previously unserviced areas. Many areas
around and adjacent to the Santa Fe Valley SPA site are already developed and serviced.
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Therefore. the proposed project would not facilitate growth in unserviced areas located

between the project site and currently serviced areas.

Much of the developable land in the general area has already been built out or is planned for
development. A substantial portion of the existing or planned development is at
considerably higher densities than that proposed by the Santa Fe Valley SPA project. In
1993. almost 7.500 detached housing units were proposed in the market area in 30 separate
projects (Economics Research Associates 1993).

Most of the development activity near Santa Fe Valley is associated with planned or
partially built Carmel] Valley, the North City Future Urbanizing Area. La Costa. 45 Ranch.
and Rancho Cielo developments. Other existing County communities in the area include
Del Dios. Rancho Santa Fe. and Fairbanks Ranch. These communities are generallv large-
lot. high ameniry, single-family detached residential developments. The Santa Fe Valley
SPA project would result in development which is similar to the surrounding area.
Therefore. the proposed project would not attract a new form of land use to the area or
drastically alter the existing community character. (Refer to Section 4.1).

The primary controls to growtﬁ on the project site are the existing land use designations and
zoning, which require low density development and open space preservation. Since,
according the San Diego County General Plan, the project site is currently planned for
residential development. and the project proposes residential development densities which
are not in excess of the allowable densities, development of the site. according 1o the
Specific Plan. would not be growth-inducing.
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SECTION 8
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

8.1 INTRODUCTION

Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that “Cumulative impacts be
discussed when they are significant.” Cumulative impacts invoive individual effects which
may increase in scope or intensity when considered together. Such impacts typically
involve a number of local projects, and can result from individually incremental effects
when these collectively increase in magnitude over time. The CEQA Guidelines require
that an evaluation of cumnulative impacts include either:

a list of past. present. and reasonably anticipated future projects producing
related or curnulative impacts or

a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or reiated

planning document which is designed to evaluate regional or area-wide
conditions.

Analysis of these data is required to include a summary of anticipated direct and cumulative
impacts. and potential options for avoiding or mitigating significant cumulative effects.
This cumulative impacts section provides a summary of the characteristics and impacts of

reiated. approved. and proposed development activities in the proposed project vicinity, as
well as their cumulative impacts.

Potential cumulative impacts associated with the implementation of the Santa Fe Valley
Specific Plan are also considered with potential impacts from the developments proposed
within the vicinity of the Santa Fe Valley SPA. The approximate boundary for this
discussion extends south to SR-56. east to I-15, north to include the approved Rancho
Cielo Specific Plan. and westward to include the communities of Fairbanks Ranch and
Rancho Santa Fe. Figure 8-1 depicts the region of potential cumulative effect and the
general locations of each of the project sites, in relation to the Santa Fe Valley SPA. The
area of analysis may, however, vary depending on the issue area discussed. For example,
for more regional issues such as traffic circulation or air guality, a larger area is
investigated. The potentially significant impacts are identified and discussed for specific
issue areas. These issue areas include land use. biological resource. cultural resources,
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visual quality/aesthetics. traffic/circulation. noise. air quality. hydrology/water quality.
geology/seismicity/soils. paleontological resouces. socioeconomics. and public vulites and

services.

There are ten major projects either recently approved. planned. or proposed for
development in the project vicinity. These include Black Mountain Ranch and the other
associated subareas that make up the North City Future Urbanizing Area (NCFUA) directly
adjacent to the south. the proposed 4S Ranch Specific Plan to the east. the Rancho Cielo
Specific Plan directly adjacent to the north. the San Dieguiro River Park Concept Plan. the
Moosa/Hodges Alternative as part of the County Water Authority's Emergency Water
Storage Project. the City of San Diego's Lake Hodges Pump Station and Pipeline project.
and the OMWD Phase I Reclaimed Water Distribution and Storage System. The following
1s a discussion of each of these projects. The general locations of these projects are shown
on Figure 8-1 and their associated project characteristics are listed in Table 8-1.

8.2 APPROVED OR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT

North Ciry Future U[banjzjgg Area (NCFUA)

The City of San Diego NCFUA is comprised of over 12,000 acres located south and west
of the project site (see Figure 8-1). The NCFUA is the Future Urbanizing Area (FUA) as
defined under the City's Growth Management Plan. The FUA is land designated for furure
development once a plan for the development is adopted and the area is redesignated to
Planned Urbanized Area (PUA). In October 1992, the Framework Plan for the NCFUA
was adopted to provide an environmental and land use guide for cohesive. long-range
development within the NCFUA. Approximately 6.300 acres were designated for
development and approximately 5.900 acres were designated for retention as predominantly
open space. Approximately 14,800 residential units with an estimated population of

38,400 people would be generated under the land use densities identified in the Framework
Plan.

In 1985 the City of San Diego Proposition A passed which requires a majority vote of the
people to shift the Future Urbanizing Area land use designation to a Planned Urbanizing
Area (referred to as a "phase shift"). The NCFUA was divided into five separate subareas
(I II. II. IV and V), each requiring development plans at a specific plan level of detail to
be prepared based on the land use designations and development densities provided in the
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Framework Plan. Each specific plan is to be prepared prior to a phase shift in land use
designation from FUA to PUA. In accordance with Proposition A. the Citv of San Diego
included a proposition on the City-wide ballot in June of 1994 to shift the NCFUA land use
designation from FUA to PUA. |

The phase shift proposition on the June 1994 ballot did not pass and consequently
development within the NCFUA is currently limited to what is permitted under the Citv's
Progress Guide and General Plan. This densitv could viry from 1 dwelling unit per
10 acres, under current A-1-10 zoning, to 1 dwelling unit per 4 acres. under certain
conditions per City Council Policy 600-29. Based on the analysis contained in the
NCFUA Final EIR, if the phase shift is not approved. buildout for the NCFUA under
current regulations would be limited to a maximum of 3,750 dwelling units. Unless a
future vote of the people approves a phase shift in the FUA, development within the
NCFUA will. thus, occur at a relatively slower pace and at a lower density than that
projected in the Framework Plan. In addition, the future completion of a key east-west
freeway linkage, SR56 between Interstate 5 and Interstate 15 through the NCFUA. is
uncertain because of its dependency on the approval of the phase shift.

The cumulative analysis in this EIR evaluates potential cumulative affects considering the
potential future buildout of the NCFUA under the Framework Plan, The following
describes specific development plans that are associated with each subarea development for
implementation under the Framework Plan.

For purposes of this discussion. Subareas I and V will not be discussed because of their
distant location from the Santa Fe Valley SPA.

Subareas JA and [B. The 4.172-acre subarea I is divided into two subareas located directly
south of the Santa Fe Valley SPA (see Figure 8-1). These areas are called: Black Mountain
Ranch North (Subarea IB) and Black Mountain Ranch South (Subarea IA). The Black

Mountain Ranch project was originally proposed in 1990 as the first proposed project
implementing the Framework Plan.

As a result of the failed phase shift from FUA to PUA, the Black Mountain Ranch project
has been revised to propose 1,119 dwelling units, including 179 affordable housing units
under the current allowable densities in the City's General Plan (Erkel 1995). The project
will not be allowed to exceed the maximum allowable density of 1 dwelling unit per 4 acres
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per existing entitlements under the Citv's General Plan. The other components of the
original project have not been revised and include two golf courses. community parks. and
open space within the San Dieguito River Valley Park FPA. A Notice of Prepararion
(NOP) for the revised Black Mountain Ranch project is currently being prepared and an
EIR will eventually be prepared. However, under the Framework Plan an additional
163 residences are still proposed and are depending on a phase shift approval.

Subarea III (Pacific Ranch). The Draft Subarea III Plan proposed development of up to
6.500 dwelling units. 400.000 square feet of commercial and office land uses, a 370.000
square-foot employment/City facility center on approximately 1,375 acres. The remainder
of Subarea III would be dedicated open space. A mixed use core area is proposed at the
intersection of Del Mar Heights Road and Black Mountain Road approximately six miles
from the project site. The residential development type would be planned compact
residential. An estate-tvpe residential area is proposed in the western portion of the
subarea. The mixed use community core would contain a community park. fire station.
police station, and a library.

Subarea [V(Torrey Highjands). The Torrey Highlands project is located to the south of the
project site. Proposed development for this project include a pedestrian-oriented
community with two mixed-use centers and a 18-hole goif course, two elementary schools,

and ten one-acre neighborhood parks as focal points to three residential neighborhoods on
approximately 1.200 acres.

4S Ranch General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan

Located immediately adiacent to the east of the Santa Fe Valley project site, 4S Ranch
consists of a 3.525-acre Specific Plan Area. Of this area. a 634-acre parcel i1s currently
designated as Current Urban Development Area (CUDA) and is developed as an industrial
business park. The remaining 2,891 acres are designated as Future Urbanizing
Development Area (FUDA) and identified under the Community Plan as (21) Specific
Planning Area with no density allocated. A proposed development project for 45 Ranch
includes a mixture of 5.365 dwelling units. approximatelv 1.814 acres of park and open
space uses. and a 12-acre central commercial area. The proposed overall density of the
=.891-acre portion of the Specific Plan is 1.85 dwelling units per acre. The Dratt EIR for
the proposed 4S Ranch Specific Plan is expected to be circulated for public review in 1995.
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Rancho Cielo Specific Plan

The Rancho Cielo Specific Plan is located directly north of Santa Fe Vallev on the north
side of the Del Dios Highway. The Rancho Cielo Specific Plan was approved in ]98] and
consists of 770 dwelling units on 2.815 acres. Other approved uses for the Rancho Cielo
project include an equestrian center. a neighborhood commercial center. a 6-acre village
center. fire station. a water reclamation facility. and 1.689 acres of open space. The project
I1s expected to begin construction in fall of 1995 and be completed in approximately 7-10
vears {Middlebrook 1995).

San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park

The San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park is an adopted Concept Plan for a
55-mile long regional park along the San Dieguito River Valley. The vision of the Concept
Plan for the park reflects a commitment to protect the area's natural waterways and
associated ecosystems, preserve its unique natural, celtural and agricultural resources,

retain a regional network of wildlife corridors, and provide open space recreation areas for
the public (JPA 1994),

For planning purposes, a Focused Planning Area (FPA) was established along the river
valley in order to serve as a regional planning boundary that incorporates entire viewsheds
of the river valley and its major tributary canyons. The FPA for the River Park
encompasses 80.000 acres and extends for 55 miles from the desert Just east of Volcan
Mountain to the ocean at Del Mar. As defined in the Concept Plan, the trail system for the
Park. designated as the "Coast to Crest Trail", is intended to enhance public awareness and
enjoyment of the park's unique environment. Portions of the trail system will be used for
nature trails and interpretation in an effort to promote continued appreciation of the Park
and its many significant resources. The trail system is proposed as two separate trail types:
a hiking/equestrian trail. and a separate suitably-surfaced bicyc]e/wheelchajr/jogging path.
Both trails are proposed to begin near the beach at Del Mar and run generally uninterrupted
to the eastern FPA boundary. Where possible. the two trails will not use the same
alignment so that different experiences will be offered. Some portions of the trail system
have already been developed within the Cleavenger Canyon area located in the central

portion of the FPA, and a 2-mile trai] segment within the San Pasqual Valley portion of the
FPA (JPA 1994).
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The San Dieguito River Park FPA encompasses a large portion of the Santa Fe Valley
SPA. The Santa Fe Valiey Specific Plan acknowledges this by requiring the areas within
the park’s viewshed to undergo design review to ensure compatible development as part of
the implementation strategy of the Specific Plan. Figure 8-1 depicts the FPA in relation to
the Santa Fe Valley SPA. For more information of this project in relation to Santa Fe
Valley. refer to Sections 4.1 and 4.4, Land Use and Visual Qualitv/Aesthetics.
respectively.

Emercency Water Storage Project

The Emergency Water Storage Project has been proposed by the San Diego County Water
Authority (Authority) to identify alternative solutions for mitigating the risk of severe
damage to and severage of aqueducts or pipelines that exist within the Authority's
junisdiction. The Authoﬁty is a State chartered agency charged with the responsibility of
distributing water through it's pipelines 10 local water districts that are member agencies. A
combination of four new or expanded reservoir sites are being considered for the
Emergency Water Storage Project. Each reservoir requires a pipeline system and several
pump stations. These components would deliver water to the reservoir and send water to
the existing aqueduct system when needed for emergencies. Each of these alternatives are
being evaluated in an EIR/EIS that is expected to be released to the public in September of
1995. The preferred altemative has not been determined at this time. but will be identified
in the FEIR/FEIS in late 1995.

A pipeline associated with the Moosa/Hodges alternative would be located within the Santa
Fe Valley SPA. The Moosa/Hodges alternative would require construction of a 48-inch
diameter. 2.3-mile long pipeline extending from the proposed pump station 6 (PS 6) at
Lake Hodges to the Second Aqueduct which transverses the SPA in a southeasterly
direction (see }Eigure 8-1). In relation to the project area. the proposed pipeline would enter
the project SPA to the north and continue 1o run along the San Dieguito River and then
would shift to a south direction. between the boundaries of the McCrink Ranch and Balcor
Tentative Map areas. From there it would connect to the Second Aqueduct to the west.
The proposed pipeline would have a corridor buffer width of approximately 150 feet wide
and is projected to impact approximately 39 acres in the Santa Fe Vallev SPA.
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Cirv of San Diego's Lake Hodges Pump Station and Pipeline

Independant of the Countv Water Authority's Emergency Water Storage Project. a pipeline
has been proposed by the City of San Diego Water Utilities Depariment to connect Lake
Hodges to the City water svstem. in order to allow for the reservoir to provide needed
emergency water storage to the entire Citv. A connection to Lake Hodges would entail the
construction of a large pump station and pipeline. A Pipeline and Pump Station Feasibility
Study has recently been conducted to investigate the feasibility of connecting Lake Hodges
to the City water system. Five pipeline alternatives were evaluated: the préferrcd alternative
(2) would traverse the Santa Fe Valley SPA (City of San Diego 1995a).

The proposed alternative 2 begins at a pump station at Lake Hodges and follows an
alignment downstream to the west. The pipeline alignment is proposed to cross the
San Dieguito River, and intersect with the Santa Fe Valley SPA along the northeastern
boundary of the McCrink Ranch Tentative Map area. Finally, it would continue south to
Anesian Road. A decision of whether or not to proceed with this project is anticipated to
be made by August 1995 (City of San Diego 1995a).

Olivenhain Municipal Water District ( OMWD) is in the process of planning a non-potable
water delivery system that would deliver approximately 1.300 acre-feet per year of
reclaimed wastewater and raw water to future development located in the southeastern
portion of the OMWD. Future development to be served would include the Santa Fe Valley
SPA. the Rancho Cielo SPA. and the 45 Ranch SPA. Facilities to distribute the non-
potable water include reservoirs, pump stations, pressure reducing stations, and pipelines.
The system is generally located to the west of the Santa Fe Valley SPA and crosses both the
Del Dios Highway and the San Dieguito River. A Final Draft Master Plan for this project
was completed in April of 1995.
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8.3 ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Land Use

Other projects proposed for areas in proximity to the Santa Fe Vallev SPA would have the
same land use concerns as the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan in terms of compatibility with
other adjacent land uses. compatibility of land uses internal to the projects. and project
consistency with applicable land use policies, designations. and zoning. All of these issues
are or will be addressed within the environmental review of each specific project and thus
will not be repeated here. As depicted in Figure 8-1, various residential uses are planned to
the east, north, and south of the Santa Fe Valley SPA. Other potential future land uses in
the area include open space/park lands, water pump plants and pipelines, and a reciaimed
waste water plant.

From a cumulauve standpoint. the other projects proposed in the vicinity of Santa Fe Valley
would continue a pattern of land conversion from undeveloped or underdeveloped land to
one of urban/residential development. Most, if not all, of this development would occur in
open space areas or lands under cultivation. The total gross acres proposed for
development on the Santa Fe Valley SPA and other projects, would be more than 7,700
acres. The cumulative loss of this open space and agricultural land would be a significant
unavoidable impact of implementation of the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan in conjunction
with the other projects proposed for the area. Most of the cumulative development
proposed in the area would not result in significant land use conflicts other than those
already discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use.

Over 17.000 acres of proposed or approved projects are planned in the vicinity of the Santa
Fe Valley Specific Plan Area (see Table 8-1). A substantial portion of this acreage would
be directly impacted by development and the remaining area is likely to be indirectly
impacted by edge effects and by habitat fragmentation. Impacts were determined to be
cumulatively significant based on several criteria including: 1) the value of the resource as
habitat or a wildlife corridor. 2) the potential for the occurrence of sensitive and/or listed
species. and 3) the ranty of uniqueness of the resource within the region. Cumulative and
indirect impacts. and mitigation measures are discussed in detail in Section 4.2. Biological
Resources. and in Appendix C. Biology Technical Report.
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Generally. the loss of vegetation and habitat in the SPA represents a cumulative, significant
impact in a regional context. especially given the number of other proposed and approved
projects in the area and the sensitivity of the habitats. Many plant and animal spectes.
specifically federal C1 and C2 candidate species and CNPS List 1B and List 2 species. that
are not considered significant on a project-specific basis do comprise cumulatively
significant impacts when the sum of all these projects are taken into account. These species
are most commonly found in coastal sage scrub habitats in the area. but may also occur in
wetland and chaparral habitats along the coastal plain.

The County considers all impacts to coastal sage scrub to be significant (both locally and
cumulatively) because of the sensitivity of this habitat. The sensitivity has increased with
the listing of the coastal sage scrub-dependent bird, the California gnatcatcher. as a
federally threatened species. The area. including the Santa Fe Valley SPA. supports a large
portion of a regionally important population of gnatcatcher, in addition to several other

sensitive species. Therefore, impacts to coastal sage scrub within the SPA and
surrounding area are cumulatively significant.

Impacts to southern maritime chaparral, perennial grassland, and coastal live oak woodland
would sustain relatively small acreage impacts at a project-specific basis, but these are
considered cumulatively significant on a regional basis because of their rarity and capability
to support declining species. The loss of wetlands is also considered a significant
cumnulative impact. Although the direct impacts to nonnative grassland are not significant.

the cumulative impacts to nonnative grassland are significant because of the loss of
foraging habitat for raptors.

While many of the impacts identified can and should be mitigated on a project-specific
basis. other impacts are difficuit for any one project to adequately address. Nonetheless.
these large-scale habitat losses result in cumulatively significant regional impacts.
Development of specific planning areas. such as Santa Fe Valley. 4S Ranch, and the
NCFUA, provides the opportunity for large-scale, integrated conservation of local
resources that is generally not feasible with parcel-by-parcel development. These

conservation efforts can be panicularly effective when combined with regional habitat
management ptans (HMPs).
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Participation 1n large-scale regional HMPs such as the Mutlu-Species Conservation Program
(MSCP) or the Natural Communities Conservation Program (NCCP1. allows coordinated
regional resource conservation efforts. and the reduction of cumulative 1mpacts to sensitive
species and habitats. Preservation of significant vegetative associations in the SPA in &
configuration that links these habitats to other adjacent open space areas is necessary to
reduce cumulauve impacts to vegetation and sensitive wildlife species such as the California
gnatcatcher. Preservation of a large portion of the coastal sage scrub habitats on the SPA
as open space in conformance with an adopted NCCP will adequately mitigate cumulative
upland habitat and species impacts from this project. The Santa Fe Valley SPA is part of
the Lake Hodges subarea plan within the NCCP planning process. The Counrty in
consultation with the property owners and resource agencies have tentatively negotiated an
open space design for Santa Fe Valley which would satisfy that portion of the local subarea
plan. An open space design to provide adequate habitat 1o support sensitive species would
mutigate curnulative biological resource impacts.

Culwra] Resources

Analysis of existing data resulted in the determination that 74 of the cultural resource sites
within the Santa Fe Valley SPA are important or potentially important according to CEQA
criteria. Site types represented are, in descending order of prevalence: lithic scatters,

bedrock milling sites. occupation sites, quarry sites, temporary camps. historic structures,

rock art sites. and historic trash deposits. These represent a varied cross section of cultural
resources with regard to both age. exploitation. and cultural affiliation. As currently
designed. 32 of these important sites would be significantly impacted. These sites. along
with sites that will not be impacted and sites located in adjacent areas. i.e.. Rancho Cielo.
Rancho Santa Fe. Black Mountain Ranch and 4S5 Ranch, make up a network of interaction
covering the last 9,000 vears.

The Harris site. CA-SDI-149, and the adjacent sites CA-SDI-316. CA-SDI-532/4.935A.
and CA-SDI-4.935B are of paniicular importance. These four sites represent one of the
few instances where archaeological sites meet all five CEQA criteria for designation as
imporant cultural resources providing a stratigraphic sequence encompassing all three
identified cultural complexes, provide the site type for the San Dieguito complex. as well as
producing some of the oldest radiocarbon dates in the County and the State (Carrico et al.
1993). Not only have the sites contributed immeasurably 1o understanding the prehistory
of the region. they are associated with a select group of the Far West's best respected
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archaeologists that include Malcolm Rogers. Paul Ezell. and Claude Warren. The Santa Fe
Vallev Specific Plan and the Balcor Tentative Subdivision have worked to preserve
important portions of these sites for the future. Preservation allows the sites to function as
a location for the presentation and interpretation of our prehistoric heritage by both the
professional archaeologist and the public at large. Future technological developments in
archaeology will undoubtedly provide scientists opporwunities to wrest additional important
information from these preserved resources. -

Cumulative impacts are, therefore, weighed with respect 1o the potential loss to the
archaeological and general communities with attempts to preserve all or part of these non-
renewable resources for the future. The Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan has attempted to
balance the need for additional housing and recreation areas within the County with culwral
Tesource preservation and data acquisition. The Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan project. as
currently designed, presents such a balance. Although preservation of all important cultural
resources would be ideal, large areas with a diversity of cultural resources have been set
aside as open space in order to preserve the most important examples of these sites. These
efforts, along with similar measures within adjacent areas of proposed development, have

resulted in the determination that no significant cumulative impacts are associated with the
project.

Visual Quality/Aesthetics

Some of the projects on the cumulative list given in Table 8-1 would require significant
amounts of landform alteration because of the presence of canyons and/or steep slopes on
the sites. These projects include the Santa Fe Valley SPA, 4S Ranch, Rancho Cielo, and
portions of the City of San Diego NCFUA.

Visually, the area is dominated by large open spaces. their steep slopes. and uplands.
Grading required for proposed developments in the cumulative project area would alter the
existing upland landforms visible from the river valley. Cumulative visual impacts will be
reduced by mitigation measures contained in the individual EIRs for the projects.

Development of the site will change its appearance from natural open space to a developed

state. A significant visual quality impact would occur as a result of cumulative
development, because of the loss of the regional undeveloped open space. The projects
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proposed for the area are consistent in scale with the existing development patterns and the
Community Plans for the area:

Traffic/Circulation

The traffic analysis prepared for Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan evaluated traffic impacts for
the study area, which includes the jurisdictions of Carlsbad. Encinitas. and Sclana Beach.
communities within the City of San Diego (Rancho Pefiasquitos. Rancho Bernardo. and the
NCFUA), and the San Dieguito Community Plan area. Development of all approved or
planned projects in the vicinity of the Santa Fe Valley SPA (Figure 8-1 and Table 8-1) in
conjunction with implementation of the proposed SPA would contribute to a substantial
increase in traffic volumes on the existing and future roadway network in the study area.
Both short-term impacts on existing facilities and long-term impacts on expanded facilities
are anticipated under buildout conditions. Impacts on circulation and access would be
considered significant because of the addition of traffic to an already congested simation, as
well as ultimate traffic congestion with regional growth of the area. The Santa Fe Valley
Traffic Report's study area encompassed all of the projects included in this cumulative
impacts discussion, and therefore analyzed the traffic impacts as they would occur from a
cumnulative perspective. Even with the transportation improvements planned for the area,
congestion will still occur on Paseo Delicias. Via Del La Valle. Interstate 15, SR56. and
the intersection of Rancho Bernardo Road at Bernardo Center Drive. This is considered a
significant regional transpornation impact. The City and County of San Diego will need 10
require and/or provide necessary transportation improvements for projects in the area.

Cumulative impacts to traffic and circulartion are mitigated through payment of developer
fees to provide improvements to both the regional and local circulation system. -Developers
will be required to construct onsite improvements associated with their development. In
addition. payﬁ;:t—:m of fair share fees is required of applicants to compensate for the
additional traffic that would be generated from their developments. and that wouid use the
regional circulation system.

Noijse
Buildout of the proposed project is expected to result in an incremental increase to the noise

environment along roadways linking the project to the surrounding communities. This
increase is expected to be as high as | dBA along those roadways. Since variations in
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roadway sound levels less than 2 dBA are not detectable to the human ear. the cumulative
impact s not significant.

Sound levels along existing major roadways at noise sensitive receptors. may exceed
applicable noise standards. The County and the surrounding cities maintain policies for
new housing that require home builders to demonstrate that exterior and interior noise
environments comply with the applicable standards. These policies also provide guidelines
for noise mitigation at noise sensitive receptors for improvement of existing roadways.

i Ouali

Construction, vehicular, and small stationary source emissions from the projects contained
within the cumulative impact area would incrementally contribute to the San Diego Air
Basin’s inability to attain federal and state air quality standards for ozone (Q3). Each
project would also contribute additional carbon oxide (CO) particulate matter (PMq) to the
airshed. The magnitude of emissions associated with projects around the Santa Fe Vailey
SPA was not anticipated in the Required Air Quality Standards (RAQS) since the proposed

development is higher in land density than that planned under the County and City General
Plans.

Vehicular emissions from the buiidout of the entire region would have a major impact on
regional air quality since the traffic analysis showed that several roadways and intersections
would operate at LOS D or worse. Cumulative vehicle trips to and from the cumulative
planned land uses would emit poilutants that could adversely affect air quality. Moreover,
CO is a localized problem that occurs when cumulative projects are likely to impact a
roadway’s LOS, and subject semsitive receptors to CO hot spots. Despite the
implementation of trip reduction and conservation measures. cumulative significant impacts
on local and regional air quality conditions are likely to occur. as all incremental additions

of pollutants affect the region’s ability to achieve compliance with state and federal
standards, '

The discrepancy between the Series 7 forecast and current growth levels in the County
demonstrates that growth in the County is inconsistent with the RAQS. Unless a major
decrease in the growth rate is experience before year 2010. it is reasonable to assume that
the population density in 2010 will also exceed the assumptions in the RAQS. Therefore.
significant cumulative impacts are expected (o result from the Santa Fe Valley SPA, 45
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Ranch SPA. Rancho Cielo SPA. City of San Diego NCFUA. in conjunction with other
projects mentioned in Section 8.2. as all of these project would generate stationary and
vehicular emissions that would contribute significantly to the degradation of air qualirv.

Hvdrologv/Water Qualitv

The San Dieguito River and its tributaries (including Lusardi Creek) are the main surface
water bodies in the project area. The San Dieguito Lagoon exists downstream from the
project site. The proposed development of the SPA would result in substantial grading
acnivities and drainage alteration, compaction of surficial deposits. and construction of
impervious {paved) surfaces. These activities would likely produce changes to the quantity
and velocity of runoff downstream from the project site. During construction. grading and
other earthwork will render previously vegetated areas susceptible to erosion. thereby
increasing sediment production and resulting in elevated rates of sediment deposition in
drainages. Development of the SPA has the potential 10 decrease surface water quality
downstream of the SPA. This would include short-term impacts related to construction
activity (e.g. degradation of water quality as a result of construction-related sediment
influx), long-term impacts as a result of residential development (e.g. an increase in urban
pollutant runoff from impervious surfaces), and incremental increases in urban pellutant
loading to downstream areas. However, cumulative hydrology/water quality impacts
associated with construction activity would be temporary and short-term. Long-term
cumulative impacts to hydrology/water quality would be minor and incremental on a
regional scale. Therefore. while implementation of the SPA would cumulatively affect
hydrology/water quality to downstream water bodies. significant cumulative impacts are
not anticipated. |

Geologv/Seismicitv/Soils

Any geotechnical impacts associated with development on surrounding properties would be
site-specific. Geologic and soils impacts would be evaluated on the respective properties
and on a project-by-project basis. Typical potential impacts in the project area inciude
rippability. slope instability, liquefaction. landslides. and expansive soils. It is anticipated
that potentially significant impacts would be mitigated by implementing standard excavation
and construction methods.
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Potentially significant cumulative impacts would result from construction of the Santa Fe
Valley Specific Plan in conjunction with the surrounding projects. The proposed
developments would result in an increase in population and property that would be exposed
to the effects of seismic ground shaking from locai active faults. All significant adverse
geologic and soil related impacts such as landslides and expansive soils would be evaluated
and prevented through appropriate site-specific excavation. construction. and design
methods.

Cumulative impacts related to seismic ground shaking will be avoided by designing and
constructing proposed projects in accordance with the Uniform Building Code (UBC),
state-of-the-art seismic design parameters of the Structural Engineering Association of
California (SEAOCY), and applicable local building codes as required by local agencies. No
additional measures are necessary for seismic effects.

Paleoniplogical Resources

Development of the proposed project surrounding the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan site
would result in site-specific impacts to paleontological resources. The significance of these
impacts would vary depending on the resource sensitivity of the rock formation to be
affected by development. Potentially significant impacts would occur if proposed
surrounding developments are constructed in rock formations of moderate or high
paleontological resource sensitivity.

Development of the SPA in conjunction with the surrounding projects would result in an
increased probability of distrbance to paleontological resources, thus causing potentially
significant cumulative impacts. The positive cumulative effect of development would be
the potential discovery of significant fossils which would otherwise go undiscovered and

which could contribute important scientific information to San Diego County natural
history.

Cumulative impacts to paleontological resources can be mitigated by implementation of the
measures identified in Section 4.4-10 and any site-specific measures identified for
surrounding developments.
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Population/Demogr aphics

The proposed project. together with other development projects in the area (refer to
Table 8-1) would represent a cumulative increase of population in the San Diego region.
However. with the exception of the proposed 4S Ranch project. the projects identified in
Table 8-1. including the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan. would be consistent with the
general plans of their respective planning areas. The 4S Ranch project has not been
approved to date. and would require a General Plan Amendment.

[E S

: .

The socioeconomic impacts resulting from project implementation would have cumulatively
beneficial effects to the San Diego region.

lic Faciliti ervic

The projects listed in Table 8-1 would increase the overall demand for public services and
utilities. The amount of development proposed for the area is generally planned to occur in
conjunction with expansion or extension of the necessary services and infrastructure, thus,
significant cumulative impacts would not oceur. Mitigation measures, such as impact fees
and the dedication of land for public services, are required for each proposed project 10
reduce impacts to public services and utilities.

8-18 210741000




SECTION 9
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Since a principal objective of the EIR process is to substantially reduce or avoid significant
environmental damage where feasible. the information and level of analysis in such a
disclosure document must be sufficient to permit a reasonabie choice of alternatives
regarding the environmental aspects of the proposal. A reasonable range of alternatives to
the proposed project that could feasibly attain the project's basic objectives must be
described. and the comparative merits of each must be evaluated (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126 (d) ). Accordingly. in addition to the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative. and two alternative project plans were evajuated in this EIR. Discussion of
these alternatives follows below.

9.1 ALTERNATIVE A - CLUSTERED WITH ANCILLARY USES

This alternative would not allow development in any areas of maximum and high
environmental sensitivity as identified by the environmental constraints analysis done for
Santa Fe Valley during Phase I of the specific planning process. Remaining areas would
be developed. Figure 9-1 and Table 9-1 indicate the land use plan for Alternative A. The
plan includes 1,970 acres of natural open space. a 7-acre commercial site; 892 acres of
residential development, including 464 acres of very low-density residential development
which would allow one dwelling unit per legal parcel. Ancillary uses including an [8-hole
golf course, a resort. and community facilities similar to those included in the proposed
project would also be constructed. This alternative would include a similar circulation
system as the proposed project, but would include an alternative bridge crossing at
San Dieguito River to provide access to Del Dios Highway across from Calle Ambiente
(Ogden 1993).

Altemnative A proposes that the areas of Santa Fe Valley adjacent to the residential
development proposed within 45 Ranch and Black Mountain Ranch be developed at similar
densitics. The 48 Ranch project proposes three subareas abutting the southeast boundary
of the Santa Fe Valley SPA. These subareas are planned for net densities ranging from
0.93 dwelling units per acre to 7.4 dwelling units per acre. The Black Mountain Ranch
development includes two subareas which abut the southern boundary of the Santa Fe
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Table 9-1

SANTA FE VALLEY ALTERNATIVE A -
CLUSTERED WITH ANCILLARY USES

Total Gross Dwelling CUnits
Land Use Category Subtoral Acres tDUs)
Natural Open Space 1.970
Recreaunonal Open Space 233
Golf Course 175
Resont 24
Equestrian Facility 7
Dnving Range 27
Residential 892 992
Verv Low Density 464
(1 dulegal parcel)
Low Density (1 dwacre) 260*
High Density (4 du/acre) 168
Neighborhood Commercial ‘ 7
Community Facilities 61
Neighborhood Park 13
Fire Stauon 2
Wastewater Treatment Plant 8
Water Storage Facility 19
Total Acres 3.163

* Includes 12-acre elementary school and 30-acre middie school.
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Valley SPA. These subareas are planned for net densities of 1.1 t0 6.1 dwelling units per

acre. Average net density would be 4 dwelling units per acre for the subareas abutung
Santa Fe Valley.

To allow for compatibie deveiopment with the other two adjacent projects, Alternative A
would be developed at a density of 4 dwelling units per acre in areas adjacent to the
45 Ranch and Black Mountain Ranch proposed developments. Development densities
would decrease to one dwelling unit per acre in other more environmentajly sensitive areas
of the SPA. Lower density residential areas would generally occur in the northern portions
of the SPA near the San Dieguito River Valley, as shown on Figure 9-1. Development
would be restricted to one dwelling unit per legal lot in the very-low density residential
areas on Del Dios Ridge and near Lusardj Canyon (see areas |. 2 and 3 on Figure 9-1).
This designation reflects the existing entitlements under current County zoning for these
areas. The area on Del Dios Ridge (1) contains 39 lots which would accommodate a total
of 39 dwelling units under existing zoning. Lusardi Canyon (2 and 3) contains 30 lots

which would allow for 30 dwelling units to be developed in this area. Alternative A
Proposes a total of 992 residential dwelling units in the SPA.

The San Dieguito Community Plan indicates that development within the Santa Fe Valley
SPA shall not exceed 0.4 dwelling units per acre after considering slope calculations.
Alternative A would allow for development at an overall density that would be less than
0.4 dweliing units per acre. Alternative A would meet most of the project objectives as
discussed in Section 3 with the exception that the developable area of Altemnative A could

only accommodate one 18-hole golf course as opposed to two courses on the proposed
Specific Plan project.

The allowable development area for Alternative A is approximately 560 acres less than the
proposed Specific Plan. These changes in developable area occur mainly along the western
side of the SPA; along the San Dieguito River Valley: in the east cenral portion of the SPA
on the castern edge of the McCrink Ranch Tentative Map area boundary; and in the
southeast portion of the SPA adjacent to the park site. These areas are proposed for golf

course and residential development under the proposed Specific Plan project and natural
open space under Alternative A.
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9.1.1 Land Use

Alternative A would result in similar land use impacts as woutd occur with the proposed
project. although this altemmative would be slightly less impactive because of reduced
development in the San Dieguito River Vallev. As shown in Figure 9-1. the residential
deveiopment in Alternative A would be located further from the viewshed of the river
valley as compared to the proposed project which contains a golf course that runs almost
the entire length of the river valley along the west side of the SPA (Figure 3-3). This
alternative would be consistent with the San Diego County General Plan's San Dieguito
Community Plan and the San Diego County's Regional Land Use Element of the General

Plan. Alternative A is also consistent with the County's adopted local environmental plans
and goals.

No significant physical land use conflicts or physical land use incompatibilities would
occur for this alternative. However, visual incompatibilities associated with the
San Dieguito River Park are identified.

The San Dieguito River Park area is characterized by a diverse, high quality visual
character, including varied topographic features, prominent ridgelines and landforms. and
water features. A golf course, clubhouse, driving range, bridge, and resort proposed by
the project were identified to detract from the park-like resources along the river valley.
degrading the onsite visual qualiry, landform quality, and view quality, along this scenic
corridor (refer to Visual Quality/Aesthetics. Section 4.4). Under Alternative A. these
facilities would be located further away from sensitive receptors along Del Dios Highway
and the future San Dieguito River Park. These facilities would not be located adjacent to
the river valley but would be sited towards the south-central portion of the SPA as shown
in Figure 9-1.

Alternative A proposes residential development adjacent to future development areas in
4S Ranch and Black Mountain Ranch that are similar in density to these adjacent projects.
For this reason. Alternative A is considered to be more compatible with the surrounding

area in this portion of the SPA as compared to the proposed Specific Plan.

No mitigation measures for land use would be required for Alternative A with the exception
of visual quality measures described in Section 9.1.4.

9.6 210741000
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9.1.2 Biological Resources

As in Section 4.2, Biological Resource. the following impact discussion is organized by
the division of biological resources into sensitivity groups. See Section 4.2.2 for an
explanation of these groups.

Vegetation Communities
Grou abitats: We a 'nvegetated Wat i

Direct impacts to wetlands and unvegetated waters of the U.S. for this alternative are
shown in Table 9-2. An estimated 2.01 acres of direct impact to wetlands and 2.7 acres of
unvegetated (jurisdictional) waters would be affected by the plan. The wetland impacts are
evenly divided between the Very Low and Rurai residential areas and all other development
areas. These effects are considered significant and would be expected to be reduced
through the tentative map process and mitigated through the wetland permitting processes

(1603 and 404). The acreage impacted under this alternative is less than for the proposed
project.

Direct impacts to sensitive upland habitats are shown on Table 9-2. An estimated
285.7 acres of impacts to sensitive uplands could occur with this alternative. most of
which are in the Very Low and Rural residential categories. .An estimated 97 percent of this
impact is to coastal sage scrub. Given the recent listing of the California gnatcatcher. the
loss of coastal sage scrub is considered significant.

Group 2 Habitats

Direct impacts to Group 2 habitats are shown on Table 9-2. A total of 434.7 acres of
Group 2 habitats would be affected by this alternative: approximately 35 percent of these
impacts are in the Very Low Density and Rural Residential area. An estimated 123.1 acres
of chaparral would be impacted, only 6.2 acres (S percent) of this total is outside the Very
Low Density and Rural Residential land use category. These impacts are not considered
significant.

J10741000 9.7
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Direct impacts to Group 3 habitats are summarized in Table 9-2. None of the effects to
these habitats 1s considered significant.

Sensitive Plant Species
Group 1 Plapts
No Group | piant species would be significantly affected by Alternative A (Table 9-3). As

few as two Del Mar manzanita would be directly affected, but this is not considered a
significant effect.

Group 2 Plants

Minor direct impacts to California adolphia. wart-stemmed ceanothus. summer-holly, and
San Diego marsh-eider would occur (Table 9-3). All of these effects represent very low
numbers overall and very low percentages of the populations in the project area. Additional
direct effects may occur in the Very Low and Rural residential areas. but these effects are
also minor-and would not be significant.

Group 3 Plants

As with the Group 2 species. direct effects 1o Group 3 plants (Table 9-3) are minor and not
significant.

Sensitive Wildlife Species

Group | Wildlife

California Gnatcatcher. Iinpacm to California gnatcarcher are expected to be only peripheral
to the deveiopment envelope with indirect edge effects occurring as the predominant
impact. Outside the Very Low Density and Rural Residential iand use areas, minor site-
specific mitigation couid avoid the minor effects to coastal sage scrub and this species.
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gi[-gup = and Group 3 Wildlife

Outside of habitat effects within the Very Low Density and Rural Residential land use
dreds. impacls to sensitive habitats and Group 2 and 3 wildlife species are not substantial
and are not considered significant.

Wildlife Corridors

Alternative A would not block wildlife movement corridors along the San Dieguito River
Valley or Lusardi Canyon. However, development within the Very Low Density and Rural
Development areas. adjacent to the San Dieguito River along Artesian Road. could
constrain the river corridor: however, minor development controls in this area could be
impiemented to minimize this.

California Gnatcatcher Habitat Linkages

Existing habitat linkages would be maintained with the implementation of Alternative A.
As with the wildlife corridor noted above, development within the Rural and Very Low
density residential area in the westernmost area of the project site may constrain the

gnatcarcher linkage south into Lusardi Canyon. Minor development controls in this area
would minimize significant effects,

9.1.3 Cultural Resources

Alternative A is specifically designed to avoid impacts to important resources including
cultral resource sites. This is especially apparent with regard to the archaeology sites
located along the San Dieguito River terraces including the C.W. Harris site CA-SDI-149.
Under this alternative, the proposed development area is significantly further away from the
cultural resources along the valley. However, Alternative A does not avoid ail impacts.

Adoption of Alternative A would still resuit in significant impacts to all or portions of
25 important or potentially important cultural resource sites compared to 32 for the
proposed project. Cultural resource site importance is determined in reference to CEQA.
Appendix K (see Section 4.3.1). Impacts to these sites are directly associated with earth
meving and construction activities associated with development. It is likely that subsequent
to subsurface archaeological testing, a number of sites would be designated as not
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important cultural resources. As such. no impacts would occur from destruction of sites
not important by CEQA criteria. Additional impacts are associated with hiking and
equestrian trails within open space areas. Areas not previously surveyed for cultural
resources should be assessed prior to approval of development plans for those areas.

Mitigation of impacts to important cultural resources can. for the most part. be
accomplished by project redesign and site avoidance. In areas of very low-density
residential development. mitigation of impacts may be accomplished by means of
easements and deed restrictions. In the event site avoidance cannot be achieved. miti gation
of impacts through data recovery is a viable alternative in most cases. Mitigation measures
described in Section 4.3 would also be applicabie to this alternative.

9.1.4 Visual Quality/Aesthetics

Alternative A was conceived as. among other planning considerations, a feasible method to
develop Santa Fe Valley while reducing environmental impacts to sensitive resources.
including visual resources. Under this alternative, overall visual impacts would be reduced
because development would be further removed from sensitive receptors in some areas.
and residential areas would generally be less obtrusive as a result of lower development
densities. when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. However, substantial impacts to
visual resources would still occur.

The visual resources within the San Dieguito River floodplain and adjacent areas would
generally be left in tact since the golf course. clubhouse. resort. driving range. and some
housing would be located elsewhere, although the overall viewshed from the river valley
would still be adversely affected by such development. The alternate bridge location could
result in a more visually obtrusive structure because it would be closer to Del Dios
Highway. negating the benefits of intervening topography/vegetation.

The viewshed from Del Dios Highway would be adversely affected by Alternative A. but
because the golf course, driving range, clubhouse. resort. and some housing would be
farther away from sensitive receptors traveling along the roadway, Aliernative A would be
slightly less impactive than the proposed project. Long range visibility and frequency of
views of development from Del Dios Highway under Alternative A would have similar
adverse effects as the proposed project, with the exception that some of the knolls in the
southwestern portion of the SPA would not be developed under Alternative A.

9-14 210741000




As a result of Alternative A. the generally undeveloped character of the project site would
be changed to an urban/developed setting. However. under Alternative A. the overall
imagery of the community as an Esrate Develdpmen: Area would not be substantially
altered. The amount of grading and landform alteration impacts under Alternative A would
generally be the same as the proposed project. However. the location of some landform
alteration would change because areas near the San Dieguito River where contour grading
would occur to facilitate construction of the golf course would be left as open space as the
golf course would be located further to the south and east. Short range views (both
visibility and frequency) from Del Dios Highway and the San Dieguito River Valley would
generally be impacted less under Alternative A as compared to the proposed project.
Reduced impacts to short range views would result from the siing development at a greater
distance from sensitive receptor vantage potnts. However. long range views from these
sensitive receptors would generally remain the same under Alternative A. Alternative A
would better comply with the proposed goals and policies of the San Dieguito River Valley
Regional Open Space Park Concept Plan than would the proposed project because the
intensity of development within the Park's Focused Planning Area (FPA) would be
decreased. Compliance with visual resource goals and policies set forth by the San Diego
County General Plan. the San Dieguito Community Plan. and the County's CEQA
Compliance Guidelines would generally be the same for Alternative A as for the proposed

project. Mitigation proposed for the Specific Plan would generally be applicable to
Alternative A.

9.1.5 Traffic/Circulation

Traffic impacts for Alternative A would be less than the impacts identified for the proposed
Specific Plan project. This is because fewer dwelling units would be constructed under
this scenario, that is, 922 units versus the 1.200 units that would be allowed with:

implementation of the plan. Average daily traffic on the surrounding local and regional
roadways would be less than the proposed project.

The majority of ancillary facilities, such as the golf course, resort, and community facilities
would be constructed with this alternative. The one nine-hole golf course would be

eliminated from consideration. Therefore, there would also be less traffic impacts from the
use of ancillary facilities.
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Lower wraffic levels on local roadways and the regional circulation system that could result
from this aliernative would not be noticeable because of the existing development and the
planned future development in the area. Implementation of this alternative would not result
in a significant benefit to local or regional traffic levels in the area.

9.1.6 Noise

The noise impacts for Altemnative A are expected to be similar to the impacts identified for
the proposed Specific Plan. No significant noise-related impacts would be expected to
California gnatcatcher habitat. No significant noise impacts are expected at the proposed
elementary school or middle school. Commercial uses located on the neighborhood
commercial site may significantly impact proposed nearby residences and the congregate
care facility. Noise levels at offsite receptors are expected because of the increased twraffic
resulting from regional growth. Project-related traffic wouid be expected to result in an
incremental noise increase at these receptors. However, the addition of vehicles generated
by Santa Fe Valley on the roadway system, and associated noise levels. is not considered

to be significant. Mitigation measures listed in Section 4.6, Noise. would be applicable to
this alternative as well.

9.1.7 Air Quality

Construction-related impacts and vehicle emission impacts to air quality for this alternative
would originate from the same types of sources and at the same general amounts as for the
proposed Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan. but would be slightly less as a result of the
reduction in total dwetling units from 1,200 dwelling units 10 992 dwelling units.

Alr quality in the proposed project area would be adversely affected by construction
emissions (i.e.. fugitive dust (PM1(Q) and exhaust (NOyx)) generated from construction
activity. The construction impacts would be temporary and control measures could be used
where appropnate.

Vehicle emissions would be the most substantial source of air pollution. The estimated
emissions from this alternative would resuit in a net increase in carbon monoxide
pollutants. The small stationary sources would be negligible. These impacts, however.
would be adverse. but not significant. No significant impact to applicable regional plans
would occur.

916 210741000
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9.1.8 Hydrology/Water Quality

The risk from flood: and increases in surface runoff. erosion. and downstream water
quality degradation. would be slightly reduced under Alternative A. when compared to the

proposed Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan because of the Increase 1n open space proposed
under this alternative.

Impacts as a resuit of increased runoff from the introduction of impervious surfaces are

significant. but would be reduced under this alternative because of the increase of open

space (both passive and active) from approximately 1.829 to 2.206 acres. Impacts from
erosion and sedimentation during construction would be significant. Water quality impacts
resulting from sedimentation and urban runoff associated with proposed development of
this alternative would be significant, but reduced, when compared to the proposed Specific
Plan. Since the golf course would no longer be located in the river valley, poor quality

runoff from the golf course would no longer enter directly into the receiving waters of the
river valley.

9.1.9 Geology/Seismicity/Soils

The risk from expansive-compactive soil, regional seismic activity (ground
acceleration/shaking, ground rupture. liquefaction), excavation difficulty, and landslides
would be similar to, but less than the proposed Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan. Mitigation
measures would be similar as those proposed for the Specific Plan. Because the overall
intensity of development under this alternative would be reduced. geology/seismicity/soils
tmpacts would have a correspondingly proportionate reduction.

Impacts caused by ground acceleration and subsequent shaking would not be significant.
Since no known faults exist in the area. ground rupture would not be a significant impact to
this alternative. Impacts from development proposed in areas underlain by potentially
liquefiable alluvium would be significant. However, a greater number of tributaries
preserved under this alternative would reduce these impacts. Potential impacts from areas
prone to landslides would be significant because development would still occur in the west-
central and south-central portions of the site. Potential impacts from development proposed
on expansive, erodible, and settlemnent-prone soils are significant. Mitigation measures
listed in Section 4.9, Geology/Seismicirv/Soils. would be applicable to Alternative A.
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9.1.10 Paleontological Resources

The paleontological impacts are expected 1o be similar 1o the tmpacts for the proposed
Specific Plan. Because of sensitivity levels. deveiopment in the southern and central
portions of the developable area for this alternative could result in potentially significant
impacts to paleontological resources that may be present in the Mission Vallev and Deimar
Formations. However, direct project impacts to these resources. if recovered during
construction activities. are mitigable by providing an onsite monitoring and recovery
program during grading and excavation.

9.1.11 Population/Demographics

The population/dcinographic effects from this alternative are expected to be similar.
although slightly less impactive. to the proposed Specific Plan. This alternative would
accommodate development of up to 992 dWclling units. Assuming 2.87 persons per
household (SANDAG 1994), this would result in a total generation of 2.847 persons.

Similar to the proposed Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan. under this alternative, there would
be no significant adverse changes in the location. distribution or density, amount of
growth. or growth rate of the human population at ultimate buildout above that which has
been planned for in the applicable census tract and subregional area. Implementation of this
alternative would not result in a substantial increase in the demand for public services and
utilittes. Implementation of this alternative would not result in significant impacts to
population-sensitive resources.

9.1.12 Socioeconomics

The socioeconomic effects from this alternative are expected to be generally similar.
although slightly less impactive, than the proposed Specific Plan. Under this alternative.
the beneficial employment and income effects experienced under the proposed project
would still oceur. Housing and communiry character would remain unaffected under this
alternative. No significant impacts to existing residences or businesses would occur.
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9.1.13 Pubrlic Services and Utilities

The impacts to public services and utilitjes from this altemative are expected to generaily be
simular. aithough slightly less impactive. than for the proposed Specific Plan. Under this
alternative. there would be significant 1mpacts to school facilities as described below. No
impacts would occur to fire protection. law enforcement. libraries, animal control. solid
waste. gas and electricity. or parks and recreation, Adequate provision of water and sewer

facilities 1o serve the project would still be required. and could be accommodated under thjs
altermative design.

Development of this aiternative would generate student demand for additionaj school
facilities (approximately 670 total students} in school districts that are already operating at.
or above capacity (i.e.. Poway. Solana Beach, and San Dieguito). This is considered a

significant impact. Compliance with the Counry's School Facilities Mitigation Ordinance
will be required to mitigate impacts to schools.

This alternative would not result in any significant impacts to utilitv services.
encroachments into existing easements; or a decrease in accessibility during construction.
Additionally, no substantial alterations to utility service or a substantial decreases in
existing levels of service would occur result from this altemnative. '

9.2 ALTERNATIVE B - CLUSTERED WITH REDUCED ANCILLARY USES

Similar to Altemative A. this altemative would not allow development in any areas of
maximum and high environmental sensitivity identified by the environmental constraints
analysis done for Santa Fe Valley. Remaining areas would be developed. Figure 9-2 and
Table 9-4 indicates the land use plan for Alemative B. The plan includes 1,970 acres of
natural open space, a 4-acre commercial site, and 1,147 acres of residential dévelopmr.m
including very low-density residential development at one dwelling unit per legal parcel.
Alternative B does not include any golf courses. a resort, or the congregate care facility.
Ancillary uses would only inciude the community facilities. This alternative would allow

for the maximum number of dwelling units, (i.e.. 1,200 dwelling units) allowed by the
San Dieguito Community Plan,

Alternative B proposes that the areas of Santa Fe Valley adjacent to the residential
development proposed within 45 Ranch and Black Mountain Ranch be developed at similar

210741000 9.19



densities as described for Alternative A. Average net density would be 4 dwellmcr uniis
per acre for the subareas abutting Santa Fe Vallev.

Development would be restricted to one dwelling unit per legal lot in the very low density
residential areas on Del Dios Ridge and near Lusardi Canvon (see areas 1. 2, and 3 in
Figure 9-2). This designation reflects the existing entitlements under current County
zoning. The area on Del Dios Ridge (area 1) contains 39 lots which would accommodate a
total of 39 dwelling units under existing zoning. Lusardi Canvon (areas 2 and 3) contains
30 lots which would aliow for 30 dwelling units to be developed in this area. Alternative B
proposes a total of 1.200 residential dwelling units with the SPA..

The San Dieguito Community Plan indicates that development within the Santa Fe Valley
SPA shall not exceed 0.4 dwelling units per acre after considering slope calculations.
Alternative B would not exceed this allowable densiry.

9.2.1 Land Use

Alternative B would result in similar, aithough slightly reduced. land use impacts as
compared to the proposed project. Under Alternative B, the golf course, resort. and
congregate care facility would be replaced by residential Jand uses. Overall density under
Alternauve B would be less than both the proposed project and Alternative A. Although a
greater number of dwelling units would be allowed under Alternative B compared to
Alternative A (1.200 vs. 992 units), the residential development would be spread over a
larger area since land originally used for the golf course and related facilities would be
available for residential development. This alternative would not have a significant policy
consistency-related land use impact and would be consistent with the adopted local
environmental plans and goals.

No significant physical land use conflicts or physical land use incompatibilities would
occur under Alternative B. The San Dieguito River Park area is characterized by diverse.
high quality visual character. including varied 1opographic fearures, prominent ridgelines
and landforms. and water features. Residential development associated with Alternative B
may detract from the park-like resources along the river valley, although to a lesser extent
than the proposed projcct. Since residential development under Alternative B would be
located further from sensitive receptors along the river valley than the golf facilities
proposed under the Specific Plan. this alternative would be less impactive than the
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ALTERNATIVE B - CLUSTERED WITH REDUCED ANCILLARY USES

Table 9-4

Total Gross

Dwelling Units

Land Use Categorv Subiotal Acres (DUs)
Natural Open Space 1.970
Residential ' L.147 1.200
Very Low Density 164
Low and High Density 683
Neighborhood Commercial 4
Community Facilities 42
Neighborhood Park 13
Fire Station 2
Wastewater Treatment Plant 8
Water Storage Facility 19
Total Acres 3.163

* Includes 12-acre efementary school and 30-acre middle school.
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proposed project. The location of residential structures in the viewshed of the San Dieguito
River Valley under Alternative B would represent more of a visual contrast than the golf
course’ proposed in Alternative A.

The Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan proposes development densities adjacent to the 4S Ranch
and Black Mountain Ranch that are lower than in these adjacent proposed developments.
Alternative B would be more compatible with these adjacent proposed residential projects.

9.2.2 Biological Resources

The biological impacts under Alternative B would be identical to those under Alternative A.
These impacts are discussed in Section 9.1.2.

9.2.3 Cuitural Resources

With regard to cultural resources, Alternative B is identical to Alternative A. Areas slated
for development will significantly impact 25 important cultural resource sites. Additional
impacts are associated with hiking and equestrian trails within open space areas.

Mitigation of impacts to important cultural resources can, for the most part, be
accomplished by site avoidance. In the event site avoidance.cannot be achieved., mitigation
of impacts through data recovery is a viable alternative in most cases. Mitigation measures
described in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources. would also be applicable to this alternative.

9.2.4 Visual Quality/Aesthetics

Alternative B was conceived as, among other planning considerations, a feasible method to
develop Santa Fe Valley while reducing environmental impacts to sensitive resources.
including visual resources. Under this alternative, overall visual impacts would be reduced
when compared to the proposed project and Alternative A. Compared to the proposed
project. under Alternative B some development would be further removed from sensitive
receptors along Del Dios Highway and the San Dieguito River. Residential areas would
generally be less obtrusive than under the proposed Project and also to Alternative A
because of lower development densities. However, under Alternative B, substantial
impacts to visual resources would still occur.
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When compared to the proposed project. the visual resources within the San Dieguito River
floodplain and adjacent areas would generallv be left in tact under Alternauve B since
development in this area would be located elsewhere. although the overall viewshed from
the river valley would still be adversely affected by such development. Visual impacts
trom the golf course. clubhouse. resort. driving range and bridge. would not occur because
these facilities/structures wouid not be built.

The viewshed from Del Dios Highway would be adversely affected by Alternauve B. but
because development in close proximity to the roadwayv under the proposed project would
be farther away from sensitive receptors. Alternative B would be slightly less impactive.
Long range visibility and frequency of views of development from Del Dios Highway
under Alternative B would have similar adverse effects as the proposed project. with the
exception that some of the knolls in the southwestern portion of the SPA would not be
developed under Aliernative B. Residential development under Alternative B would be less
dense than under Alternative A and, therefore, slightly less visually adverse.

Compared to existing conditions, under Alternative B. the generally undeveloped character
of the project site would be changed 1o an urban/developed setting. However. under
Alternative B. the overall imagery of the community as an Estate Development Area would
not be substantially altered. Alternative B would be less impactive to the overall estate-type
character of the community than Alternative A because Alternative B would be developed at
lower densities. The amount of grading and landform alteration impacts under Alternative
B would generally be the same as the proposed project except in areas near the
San Dieguito River where development would no longer occur. Any grading required to
contour topographic features to facilitate golf course development would not occur under
alternative B. Shor range views (both visibility and frequency) from Del Dios Highway
and the San Dieguito River Valley would generally be impacted less under Alternative B as
compared to the proposed project because most of the development in close proximity to
these sensitive receptors would be sited at a greater distance from subject vantage points.
However, long range views from Del Dios Highway and the San Dieguito River Valley
would generally remain the same as compared to the proposed project as well as for
Alternative A. Alternative B would better comply with the proposed goals and policies of
the San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park Concept Plan than would the
proposed project because the intensity of development within the Park's FPA would be
decreased. Compliance with visual resource goals and policies set forth by the San Dicgo
County General Plan, the San Dieguito Community Plan. and the County’'s CEQA
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Compliance Guidelines would generally be the same for Alternative B as the proposed
project. Policy compliance would be similar for both Alternatives A and B. Mitigation
proposed for the Specific Plan would generally be applicable to Alternative B.

9.2.5§ Trafflic/Circulation

Traffic impacts for Alternative B would be less than the impacts identified for the proposed
Specific Plan project. This is because the ancillary uses proposed with the Specific Plan.
including the golf courses, resorn, and congregate care facility, would not be constructed.
Average daily traffic on the surrounding local and regional roadways would be less than the
proposed project.

Lower traffic levels on local roadways and the regional circulation system that could result
from this alternative would not be noticeable, because of the existing development and the
planned future development in the area. Implementation of this alternative would not result
1n a significant benefit to local or regional traffic levels in the area.

9.2.6 Noise

The noise ifnpaas for Altemnative B are expected to be similar to, although slightly less
than. the proposed project. This alternative would have reduced noise generated from
activities associated with the golf course, driving range, clubhouse, resort. and congregate
care facility. Reduced wraffic volumes, and associated vehicular-related noise would result
in reduced noise impacts. No significant noise-related impacts would be expected to
California gnatcatcher habitat. No significant noise impacts are expected at the proposed
elementary school or middle school. Commercial uses located on the neighborhood
commercial site may impact proposed nearby residences, but to a lesser extent than under
Alternative A since the commercial area proposed under Alternative B would be reduced in
size. Noise levels at offsite receptors are expected as a result of increased traffic from
regional growth. Project-related traffic would be expected to result in an incremental noise
increase at these receptors. However, the addition of 1,200 dwelling units, and associated
vehicular-related noise generated from the Santa Fe Valley project, is not considered to be
significant.
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9.2.7 Air Quality

Alr quality impacts are expected 1o generally be similar to. although slightly less than. the
proposed project. This alternative would have reduced air quality impacts from reduced
trarfic volumes associated with the absence of the golf course. driving range. clubhouse.
resort. and congregate care facility.

Construction-related impacts and vehicle emission impacts to air quality for this alternative
would originate from the same types of sources and at the same general amounts as for the
proposed Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan. Air quality in the proposed project area would be
adversely affected by construction emissions (i.e., fugitive dust (PM[() and exhaust
(NOyx)) generated from construction activity. The construction impacts wouid be
temporary and control measures could be used where appropriate.

Vehicle emissions would be the most substantial source of air pollution. The estimated
emissions from this alternative would result in a net increase in carbon monoxide
pollutants. These impacts, however. would be adverse, but not significant. No significant
impact to applicable regional plans would occur.

9.2.8 Hydrology/Water Quality

The risk from flood and increases in surface runoff, erosion, and downstream water quality
degradation would be slightly reduced under Alternative B compared to the proposed Santa
Fe Valley Specific Plan because of the increase in open space proposed under this
alternative. Open space would be increased under this alternative from approximately
1.829 to 1,973 acres.

Impacts as a result of increased runoff from the introduction of impervious surfaces are
significant. The amount of impervious surfaces would be greater under this alternative than
Alternative A because of the development of residential uses in lieu of the golf course and
driving range. Impacts from erosion and sedimentation during construction would be
stgnificant.

Water quality impacts resulting from sedimentation and urban runoff associated with

proposed development of this alternative would be significant. Since a golf course is not
inctuded in this alternative. runoff into the San Dieguito River would not occur. Howeéver.
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urban runoff that would have otherwise been reduced by having open spaces associated

with the golf course under Alternative A would be increased in this area from the
introduction of impervious services associated with added residential development.

9.2.9  Geology/Seismicity/Soils

The risk from expansive-compactive soil. regional seismic activity (ground
acceleration/shaking, ground rupture, liquefaction), excavation difficulty, and landslides
would be similar to the proposed Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan. Mitigation measures
would also be similar as those proposed for the Specific Plan.

Impacts caused by ground acceleration and subsequent shaking would not be significant.
Since no known faults exist in the area, ground ruprure would not be a significant impact to
this alternative. Impacts from development proposed in areas underlain by potentially
liquefiable alluvium would be significant. Potential impacts from areas prone 10 landslides
and from development proposed on expansive, erodible, and settlement-prone soils are

significant. The introduction of residential development in these areas would require
mitigation.

9.2.10 Paleontological Resources

The paleontological impacts for Alternative B are expected to be similar to the proposed
Specific Plan. Since development would be at lower densities under Alternative B when
compared to Alternative A, the potential for impacts to paleontological resources would be
slightly reduced. However, because of sensitivity levels, development in the southern and
central portions of the developable area for this alternative could result in potentially
significant impacts to paleontological resources that may be present in the Mission Valley
and Deimar Formations.

9.2.11 Population/Demographics

The population/demographic effects from this alternative are expected to be the same as for
the proposed Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan, but slighty higher than for Alternative A. This

alternative would accommodate development of up to 1,200 dwelling units. Assuming -

2.87 persons per houschold (SANDAG 1994), this would result in a total generation of
3.444 persons compared to 2,847 persons for Alternative A.
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Similar to the proposed Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan. this alternative would not result in
significant adverse changes in the location. distribution or density. amount of growth. or
growth rate of the human popuiation at ultimate buildout of the alternative above that which
has been planned for in the applicable census tract and subregional area. Implementation of
this alternauve would not resuit in a substantial increase in the demand for public services
and uulities. Implementation of this aiternative would not result in significant impacts to
population-sensitive resources.

9.2.12 Socioceconomics

The sociceconomic effects from this alternative are expected to be similar to the proposed
Specific Plan. Under this alternative, the beneficial emplovment and income effects
experienced under the proposed project would still occur. However. the economic activity
and sales tax revenue that would otherwise be generated by the golf facilities. resor. and
congregate care facility would not be realized. Housing and community character would
remain unchanged under this alternative. No Signiﬁcant impacts to existing residences or
businesses would occur. )

9.2.13 Public Services and Utilities

The impacts to public services and utilities from this alternarive are expected to be similar to
the proposed project. Under this alternative, there would still be significant impacts to
school facilities. No impacts would occur to fire protection. law enforcement. libraries.
animal control, solid waste, gas and electricity, or parks and recreation. Adequate
provision of water and sewer facilities to serve the project would still be required. and
could be accommodated under this alternative design.

Development of this alternative would generate student demand for additional school
facilities (approximately 889 total students) in school districts that are already operating at.
or above. capacity (i.e.. Poway, Solana Beach. and San Dieguito). This is considered a
significant impact. Compliance with the County's School Facilities Mitigation Ordinance
will be required.

No significant impacts are expected to occur to existing utility services, encroachments into
existing easements. or a decrease in accessibility during construction. Additionally, no
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substantial alterations to utility service or substantial decreases in existing levels or service
would occur trom this alternative.

9.3 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The State CEQA Guidelines. Section 15126 (d). requires the specific alternative of "no
project” be evaluated along with any associated impacts resulting from implementation of
the no project alternative.

The No Project Altemative means that the proposed project would not take place. and the
resulting environmental effects from taking no action would serve as a baseline from which
1o compare the effects of permirting the proposed activity or an alternative to proceed. The
No Project Alternative provides a benchmark for comparison. enabling decision-makers to
compare the magnitude of the environmental effects of the various alternatives. Therefore.
the main focus of the No Project evaluation will be the resulting environmental effects of
not implementing the project.

The No Project alternative must describe what condition preceded the project. This No
Project analysis evaluates plan to ground effects to the existing environment under the
scenario that no specific plan is adopted for the Santa Fe Valley SPA and that development
would occur according to the existing entitlements on the site today per the existing zoning.
Development within the SPA boundaries under the No Project Alternative would allow one
dwelling unit per legal lot under existing County zoning. There are currently 124 legal lots
on the project site: therefore. a total of 124 dwelling units could be developed.

The No P;‘roject Alternative would avoid certain project-related environmental impacts
associated with implementation of the proposed project. In particular, this alternative
would avoid project-related impacts to existing biological resources, cultural resources.
visual quality/aesthetics, traffic/circulation. noise, air quality, hydrology/water quality.
geology, paleontological resources. and public services and utilities. However. the No
Project Alternative would have impacts of its own to the more sensitive areas in Santa Fe
Valley as described below.
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9.3.1 Land Use

Under the No Project Allernative. onsite land uses would include the existing approximate
20 residences (approximately 8 acres). orchards and vineyards (approximately 117 acres).
field crops tapproximately 803 acres). and intensive agriculture (approximarely 73 acres).
In addition. per existing zoning. approximately 124 dwelling units could be built in the
SPA at a density of one dwelling unit per legal lot. or 0.039 dwelling units per acre.

Of the 124 1o1al legal lots within the SPA. 30 lots are located along Lusardi Canvon in an
area approximately 482 acres in size (areas 2 and 3 on Figure 9-1). An additional 39 lots
are located on Del Dios Ridge in an area of approximately 375 acres in size (area 1 on
Figure 9-1). These lots are all relatively small. compared to the rest of the Santa Fe Valley
site. and if built out. would represent development densities higher than in the remaining
areas of the SPA. The remaining areas within the SPA comprise the balance of 55 lots
spread over 2.309 acres. It should be noted that development densities proposed in
areas 1. 2, and 3 under the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan would only allow a total of
approximately 45 more dwelling units in these areas than would be allowed under existing
zoning.

The "D" designator that would apply to development in sensitive areas under the Santa Fe

Valley Specific Plan would not apply to development in Lusardi Canyon and on Del Dios

Ridge under the No Project Alternative. Special environmental review and aesthetic
guidelines applicéblc under the "D" designator would not occur under existing County
zoning because they are unique aspects of the Specific Plan; therefore development under
the No Project Alternative would not be aesthetically controlled. Sensitive habitat and
visual resources could therefore, be affected under the No Project alternative. However.
the number of dwelling units under the No Project Alternative would be substantially less
than for the Specific Plan, and would be further from onsite sensitive habitat (e.g.,
San Dieguito River Valley); therefore, environmental impacts would be cxpcctcd to be less
than for the proposed project. The San Dieguito Community Plan mandates the
implementation of a Specific Plan for the Santa Fe Valley SPA. The No Project Alternative
would not be consistent with land use and environmental policy adopted by the County's
General Plan and would not meet project objectives.
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9.3.2 Biological Resources

The biological values associated with onsite coastal sage scrub. wetlands, and other vacant
lands along the San Dieguito River Valley would continue to exist under the No Project
Alternative. these values may tend to ebb and rise depending on agricultural expansion.
natural recovery of degraded habitats. and lack of controls within existing open space. The
No Project alternative has less intensive edge effects and would be less impactive to
wildlife movement than the proposed project. The development of approved legal lots
would not be controlled by the "D2" designator: however. a level of protection already
exists over much of the site due to the federal listing of the California gnatcatcher which
prohibits taking of the species and suitabie habitat. Because most of the sage scrub in the
SPA is part of core gnatcatcher habitat, per the NCCP conservation guidelines, it is
unlikely that "take" would be allowed under the 5 percent interim rule. Therefore. take of
gnatcatcher habitat would likely require development of a Habitat Conservation Plan under
Section 10a of the Endangered Species Act.

9.3.3 Cultural Resources

Adoption of the No Project alternative would allow for the construction of one dwelling per
cach of the 124 legal lots within the Santa Fe Valley SPA. As such, all 32 of the important
or potentially important sites could be significantly affected. However, it is expected that
due to the low-density nature of the No Project alternative, open space casements and site
avoidance could be accomplished to mitigate impacts to these culturai resources. Culrural
resource site importance is determined in reference to CEQA. Appendix K (see
Section 4.3.1). [Impacts to these sites are directly associated with earth moving and
construction activities associated with development. It is likely that subsequent to
subsurface archaeological testing, a number of sites would be designated as not important
cultural resources. As such, no impacts would occur from destruction of sites determined
not to be iinportam according to CEQA criteria. Areas not previously surveyed for cultural
resources should be assessed prior to approval of development plans for those areas. It
should be noted that in undeveloped areas, nartral degradation of cultural resources will
occur.

The level of impact associated with the development of one dwelling per legal lot would

allow a high degree of latitude with regard to dwelling placement. Impacts to resources as
a result of the No Project alternative would be mitigated through a combination of site
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placement. deed restrictions. and open space easements. Where Impacts cannot be
avoided. miugation measures would be appeared when include site capping and data
recovery.

Due to the low-density nature of the No Project alternative. open space easements and site

avoidance could be accomplished to mitigate impacts to these cultural resources.
9.3.4 Visual Quality/Aesthetics

Under the No Project. the site would built out at approximately 124 dwelling units over the
3.166-acre site. Such large-lot. estate development would be less dense than under the
proposed Specific Plan. Mass grading and construction of ancillary uses and supporting
infrastructure would not occur. Therefore. the overall degree of contrast. and degradation
of visual quality/aesthetics would be reduced under the No Project Alternative. Visually
sensitive areas along Lusardi Canyon and on Dei Dios Ridge could. however. still be

visually impacted under the No Project Altemnative since the "D" designator would no
longer apply.

Visual changes associated. with the golf course. clubhouse, driving range. and resort
along the San Dieguito River would not occur under the No Project Alternative. Mass
grading/landform alteration, large-scale narural vegetation removal. and the introduction of
large man-made structures would not occur. Only approximately 34 lots exist along the
river valley and development would be rural in scale and nonobtrusive.

9.3.5 Traffie/Circulation

The No Project Alternative would not substantially alter existing traffic/circulation
conditions in the area. The No Project Alternative would substantially reduce the overall
amount of traffic generated compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Assuming an average
of 8 vehicle tips per day, the No Project Alternative would generate 992 vehicle trips per
day compared to the 20,060 vehicle trips per day under the proposed Specific Plan.

9.3.6 Noise

The No Project Alternative would not substantially alter the ambient noise conditions on
site. The noise environment would be similar to todav's condition. In addition. no
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significant noise-related impacts would be expected to gnatcatcher habitat under the
No Project Altemative.

9.3.7 Air Quality

The No Project Alternative would not substantially alter the ambient air quality condirtions
in the area. Such development would occur over time so that any fugitive dust from

construction would be negligible. and increased vehicular emissions. while curnulatively
adverse. would be relatively minor.

Construction-related impacts and vehicle emission impacts to air quality for the No Project
Alternative would originate from the same rypes of sources than for the proposed Santa Fe
Valley Specific Plan. but would be much less due to the reduction in total dwelling units
from 1.200 dwelling units to 124 dwelling units. The estimated emissions from this
alternative would result in a net increase in CO pollutants. These impacts, however, would
be adverse. but not significant. |

9.3.8 Hydrology/Water Quality -

Under the No Project Alternative, the risk from flood and increases in surface runoff.
erosion, and downstream water quality degradation would be reduced compared to the
proposed Specific Plan. Even under this alternative. changes in surface runoff, erosion.
and downstream water quality would occur proportionate to the type and extent of
development. Impacts from increased runoff from the introduction of impervious surfaces
would be minor and insignificant. Impacts from erosion and sedimentation during
construction and water quality impacts from sedimentation and urban runoff would be
minor and insignificant.

9.3.9 Geology/Seismicity/Soils

Under the No Project Alternative, the risk from expansive-compactive soils, regional
seismic activity and landslides would be reduced compared to the proposed project. With
any development, however, a degree of risk from regional seismic hazards is assumed
proportionate to the rype and extent of development that would take place. Although, the
nsk of expansive-compactive soils. and landslides would be localized where development
encroaches into site-specific risk-prone areas. Each residential project would have to
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demonstrate. through the building permit process. that construction would not oceur in
hazardous areas.

9.3.10 Paleontological Resources

Under the No Project Alternative. the potential for adverse impacts to paleontoiogical
resources would be reduced compared to the proposed project. The potential for adverse
impacts (o paleontological resources would be localized and limited to where development
encroaches into site-specific resource-prone areas. Mass grading would not be necessary
under this alternative. therefore. impacts to paleontological resources over the entire
3.163 acres would be minimal.

9.3.11 Population/Demographics

Under the No Project Alternative, there would not be significant impacts to
population/demographics. The population of Sante Fe Valley would be less than planned
for by the Community Plan and other regional plans for the area. Implementation of this
alternative would not result in a substantial increase in the demand for public services and
utilities. Implementation of this alternative would not result in significant impacts to
population-sensitive resources.

9.3.12 Socioeconomics

Under the No Pfoject Alternative, the beneficial employment and income effects
experienced under the proposed project would not occur. Housing, population. and
community character would be essentially unaffected under the No Project Altemnative. The
No Project Alternative would not have any significant adverse socioeconomic impacts.

9.3.13 Public Services and Utilities

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no significant impacts to public services
or utilities. Development of the No Project Alternative would generate student demand for
additional school facilities (approximately 84 total students) in schoot districts that are
already operating at, or above capacity (i.e.. Poway, Solana Beach. and San Dieguito).
Given the relatively minor increase in students. this is not considered a significant impact.
However. since these school districts are already operarting above capacity, the addition of
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84 new students is considered to be cumulatively significant. The No Project Alternative
would not create a substantial additional demand for librafy services. waste water
trearment. potable water. storm water runoff, animal control services/facilities. parks. or
solid waste capacity. No sigriiﬁcam impacts are expected that would result in a long-term
interruption or permanent disruption of utility services. encroachments into existing
easements. or a decrease in accessibility during construction. Additionally, substantial
alrerauons to utility service and a substantial decrease in existing levels of service would not
resuit from the No Project Alternative.
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SECTION 10
EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

CEQA guidelines (Section 15128) state that an EIR shouid indicate the reasons that various
possible signiricant effects of a project were not determined to be significant and therefore
not discussed in detail in the EIR. During the scoping process for the EIR. it was
determined that the issue of Public Health and Safety would not require an tmpact analysis.
The implementation of the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan would not create conditions in

which an accident or upset of hazardous materials could adversely affect human health or
safetv.

All potential effects as identified in the Notice of Preparation are discussed in detail in this
EIR: although based on analysis contained in this EIR. it was determined that the tfollowing
effects would not be significant and would not require mitigation measures: Land Use.
Population/Demographics. and Socioeconomics. Please refer 1o the appropriate sections
contained in this EIR for a more detailed description of these issue areas.
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SECTION 13
CERTIFICATION OF ACCURACY AND QUALIFICATIONS

This EIR was prepared bv Ogden Environmental and Energy Services Company. Inc.
(Ogden). Members of the professional staff contributing to this report are listed below.

Shawna Anderson. AICP: M.A. Geography

Rick Baily: B.A. Biological Sciences

Don Barrie: M.S. Geology

Rick Carpenter: M.A. Geography

Richard Carrico: M.A. Historical Preservation

Kathleen Crawford: M.A. History

Jeffrey Fuller: B.S. Environmental Health

Brian Glenn: M.A. Anthropology

Deiman James: B.A. Anthropology

Daniel Kelly: M.S. Biology

Steve Lacy; M.S. Biotogy

Mark Sherwin: M.S. Marine Science

Michael Slavick: B.S. Environmental Policy Analysis and Planning
Rick Tavares: M.S. Stuctural and Mechanical Engineering
Lori Walker: B.S. Environmental Science

We hereby affirm that 10 the best of our knowledge and belief the statements and
information herein contained are in ail respects true and correct and that all known
information concerning the potentially significant effects of the project has been included

and fully evaluated in thus EIR.
AR
(’%@f@m@w\

Shawna Anderson. AICP
Project Manager
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T0: Distribution List

FROM: County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, California 92123

NOTICE OF INTENT TO PREPARE A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, SANTA FE
VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN '

The County of San Diego will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an
Environmental Impact Report for the project identified below. We need to know
the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the Environmental
information which is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in.
connection with the proposed project. Your agency will need to use the EIR

prepared by our agency when considering your permit or other approval for the
project.

The project description, location and the probable environmental effects are
contained in the attached materials.

PLEASE SEND YOUR RESPONSE TO GARY R. FINK, TELEPHONE (619) 694-3016 AT THE
ADDRESS SHOWN ABOVE. WE WILL NEED THE NAME OF A CONTACT PERSON IN YOUR
AGENCY. WE WILL NEED YOUR COMMENTS NO LATER THAN NOVEMBER 4, 1994. PLEASE
REFERENCE THE PROJECT NUMBER WITH YOUR COMMENTS.

PROJECT TITLE: SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

PROJECT APPLICANT: COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE

DATE: October 4, 1994 =Y A
| | SIGNATURE : éu—\{c_:ﬂ»é,

TITLE: Environmental Management Specialist IIl
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PROJECT LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

‘The Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan Area (SPA) encompasses an area of 3,129 acres located
at the northern edge of development in San Diego County, along the border of the Ciry of
San Diego (Figures 1&2). The Santa Fe Valley SPA is bounded by the San Dieguito River
Valley and a portion of Del Dios Highway on the north. The land 10 the south and east of
Santa Fe Valley is primarily undeveloped, but planned for future development. Rural
residential development is located in the Santa Fe Hills on the southern boundary of Santa
Fe Valley. The planned, but only partially developed, Rancho Cielo SPA is located further
to the north and west. The developed communities of Fairbanks Ranch, Rancho del Rio
and Rancho Santa Fe are located to the south and west. The partally developed 4S Ranch
property and Rancho Bernardo Community are 10 the east. The planned but undeveloped
Black Mountain Ranch in the City's North City Future Urbanizing Area (NCFUA) is
located to the south of Santa Fe Valley.

Access 10 Santa Fe Valley is from the northeast and west via Interstate 15 and Del Dios
Highway. Del Dios Highway parallels the San Dieguito River for about two miles
downstream from the dam at Lake Hodges. Site topography varies, with either flat or
gently rolling hillsides in the central and southern portions of the site to steep canyons and
ridges in the northeastern and southwestern portion of the site. Several drainages maverse
the site emptying into the San Dieguito River and Lusardi Creek. Most of the project area
is undeveloped and covered with scrub and grasses, except for a few dwelling units
scattered throughour the SPA. Agricultural operations do exist mainly in the central, flarter
porton of the site. Riparian and eucalyptus woodland exists along the many drainages.

The existing and proposed developments surrounding the Santa Fe Valley within San
Diego County are generally characterized by estate and large lot high-amenity residential
communities. West of the Santa Fe Valley are two exclusive residental areas, the Rancho
Santa Fe and Fairbanks Ranch residential developments. In the City of San Diego
NCFUA, development is planned for higher densities.

PROJECT HISTORY AND CURRENT STATUS

[n 1987 the County amended the San Dieguito Community Plan to designate the Santa Fe
Valley area as (21) SPA, in order to assess sensitive resources, multiple ownerships, lack
of public services and locational amenides. The purpose of the (21) SPA General Plan
Land Use Designation is to initiate a planning framework for a comprehensive Specific
Plan text and map for the Santa Fe Valley SPA consistent with the objectives and policies
established by the San Dieguito Communiry Plan and the County of San Diego's General
Plan. The Specific Plan is intended to promote coordinated development of individual
parcels consistent with policies designed to address open space and conservation, land use,
circulation, community facilities, infrastructure, facility phasing and financing, as well as
site planning and design guidelines.

The preparation of the Specific Plan for the Santa Fe Valley was authorized by the Board of
Supervisors on December 18, 1991. The Specific Plan is to supply the necessary
planning, engineering, and financing framework to support the ultimate buildout of ail
planned land uses for the Specific Plan Area. Development of the Santa Fe Valley Specific




Plan involved a multi-phase process with extensive property owner and public agency
participation.

The Specific Plan proposes to accommodate 2 maximum of 1.200 residential dwelling
units, with varying densities. The residential development is proposed to encompass land
primarily within the SPA that has slopes of 15 percent and under. Land with slopes of 15
to 25 percent will be suitable only for hillside housing. The distribution of land uses is
based upon the location of environmental, visual and cultural resources, accessibility, and
major physical features.

To implement development within the SPA., individual tentative maps for proposed
development projects consistent with the Specific Plan will be processed through the
County Department of Planning and Land Use. As part of the Santa Fe Valley Specific
Platﬁ. tlsli;cc tentative maps have been submitted for consideration to allow for development
in the SPA.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Prior to preparing the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan, an environmental data base for the
entire SPA was prepared. The database consists of detailed mapping of biological.
paleontological and cultural resources: geology/geotechnical charactenistcs; viewshed
analyses: and other environmental constraints. With this. information, a composite
cnvironmental constraints analysis was performed to identify the constrained lands on
Santa Fe Valley based on environmental considerations and the area's suitability for
development.

The Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan outlines general policies and implementing measures o
allow future development within the SPA consistent with the Specific Plan. The Specific
Plan land use policy map identifies the location, diswribution, and extent of land uses
proposed in the Santa Fe Valley SPA. Proposed residential densities would allow up to
1,200 residential dwelling units. Other uses proposed include nawral open space and a
village center with neighborhood/convenience retail, and other community uses. Deztailed
plans for the Village Center have not been provided as part of the Specific Plan.
Development in the SPA would be permitted with site development plans subject to design
and land use compatibility review and any other environmental review that may be
required. Any other development in the SPA not proposed as a part of the present project
is subject to the discretionary review process.

The existing roadways in the SPA currendy provide limited roadway capacity. The
Specific Plan proposes circulation improvements, such as providing a multi-modal
circulation systemn consisting of roadways; transit; and bicvcle, pcdcstrian_and equestrian
mrails. A number of future offsite roadway improvements are proposed to increase access
to the Santa Fe Valley SPA and carrying capacity of circulation. These improvements
include SR-56, proposed to run in an east-west direction south of Santa Fe Valley,
connecting I-15 t0 I-5. As part of the Specific Plan, an intersection is proposed at Del Dios
Highway and Calle Ambient crossing over the San Dieguito River.

A wail network is proposed along the San Dieguito River Valley. Open space areas within
the SPA will be mainuined by encouraging the clustering of residential uses and transfer of
residential development rights with legal restictions.

The Specific Plan establishes the framework for the future development of the Santa Fe
Valley SPA through eight implementation components: Conservation and Public Safety
Element; Land Use Element: Circulation Element; Community Services and Facilides
Element: Infrastructure Element: Urban Design Element: Reguiatory Provisions; and

Development Phasing Process, Facilities Financing Plan, and Implementation Strategies.
)
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These components will comprise the Specific Plan criteria under which future residendal
development proposals will be evaluated. ‘

The Conservation and Public Safety Element identifies the significant environmental
resources and natural hazards. This element restricts devc]opment_ in the 100-vear
floodplain and on sieep slopes over 25 percent. Specific Plan policies require a Fire
Management Plan, which is to inciude wildfire hazard sevenity mapping, a fuel
management program, and building consrruction standards for fire protecuon. Under the
Land Use Element, residential land use criteria establishes density designator for rural,
low-density and estate residences, and medium density residences. The Circulation
Element identifies the circulation system proposed to serve Sania Fe Valley at specified
developmental thresholds and establishes wansportation facilities performance standards.
The Community Services and Facilities plan will determine future facility needs such as law
enforcement, fire protection, animal control, child care, parks, libraries, and schools. The
Infrastructure Eiement includes water availability, wastewater collection and treatment,
storm drainage and solid and hazardous waste disposal. Under the Community Design
Element, policies and implementation measures are proposed to protect scenic visual
resources, ensure visual compatibility, and promote high quality design. Also a
Streetscape Plan and design standards, and site planning and building design are identified.

Development phasing in the Santa Fe Valiey SPA is proposed to be non-geographic.
Ultimate development of the Santa Fe Valley will be phased with the ability to provide
adequate public facilities and services. The character of development must also be
compatible with existing land uses and plans established for adjacent areas and
Jurisdictions,

DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS REQUIRED
The following discretionary actions will be required to implement the project:

1. Planning Commission review and recommendation of approval of the Santa Fe Valley
Specific Plan and centificarion of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

2. Board of Supervisors adoption of the Sana Fe Valley Specific Plan and certification of
the EIR.

3. Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors review of three tentative maps
submitted concusrently with the SPA.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES TO BE DISCUSSED

The EIR for the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan will address the following issues identified
as potenually significant:

Biological R

The eleven main vegetarion categories identified in the SPA during the field surveys were:
coastal sage scrub, coyote bush scrub, chaparral, coastal sage/chaparral, grassland, riparian
forests, riparian scrub, freshwater marsh, vernal pools, disturbed wetlands, potential
wetlands, open warer, natural floodchannels/streambeds, junsdictional habitat or
unvegerated “walers of the US.", coast live oak woodland, and rock outcrops. The project
site has a large concentration of hi gh quality coastal sage scrub that supports an abundance
of sensitive species, including over 73 adult pairs of the threatened California gnatcatcher.



There are various wedand habitat areas onsite such as the San Dieguito River, Lusardi
Creek. irrigation ponds. and stands of freshwater marsh north of Ariesian Road. These
wetland areas represent high value wildlife habitat, which supports numerous wildlife
species, including a variety of birds, mammals and amphibians. Open water occurs
primarily as irrigation ponds or impoundments in the south-cenaal study area where much

of the land is currently used for intensive agricultural purposes such as nurseries and

orchards.

The Santa Fe Valley SPA and adjacent lands form an important center connecting several
significant natural open space areas in the region. At the northem border of the SPA, lies
the San Dieguito River Park planning area which will ultimately form a continuous,
undeveloped open space connection from the Pacific Coast to the Cuyamaca Mountains, via
the San Dieguito River, Intervening habitat between the San Dieguito River Valley and
open space along Lusardi Creek and La Jolla Valley as well as large undeveloped tracts of
land that extend into Carlsbad and San Marcos form a continuous open space network.
The San Dieguito River Valley and Lusardi Creek are considered significant wildlife
corridors through this area for species such as mule deer, mounmin lion, and bobcat

Fourteen plant species listed as sensitive by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
were identified in the study area and twenty-nine sensitive animal species were detected
within the study area.

Areas of high biological sensitivity in the Santa Fe Valley SPA include, the San Dieguito
River Valley wildlife corridor; high quality wetlands including riparian forests, riparian
scrub, freshwater marsh, vernal pools, and disturbed wetlands; and large expenses of
coastal sage scrub especially in the southeastern and northwestern portions of the site.

The development of 1200 residential units, project roadways, and other proposed land uses
(c.g. golf course) would reduce the amount of natural habitat on-site. Development on the
site could result in removal of sensirive plants. New roadways or structures may act as
barriers 1o the normal replenishment of existin g species and could affect the function of the
significant wildlife corridors through this area. The density, and possibly the diversity, of
the project site's fauna would be affected throu gh project construction and human
habitaton. Sensitive animal species may be reduced as their habirar is destroyed or
disturbed by development. Proposed development within areas that contain coastal sage
scrub could result in the "take™ of the Califomia gnatcatcher, a federally listed threatened

species.

Cultural Resources

The results of an intense cultural resource field survey identified 93 previously and newly
recorded archacological resources, including prehistoric and historic sites on the Santa Fe
Valley SPA. These sites ranged from prehistoric scatters of lithic tools and debris to
extensive occupation locales to historic amifact scarters, deposits and structural features.
The bulk of these sites are located along the San Dieguito River or associated with intensive
quarry activities in the northeast portion of the project area. The culturally significant
"Harris Complex" is located on the Santa Fe Valley SPA along the San Dieguito River
Valley. The project may potentially affect the Harris Complex and other archaeological
sites. Due to the potential impacts relared to this project, a complete investgation is
required per Appendix K of CEQA Guidelines and the County's Resource Protection
Guidelines.




Geologv/Geotechnical

The Santa Fe Valley study area is situated in the coastal section of the Peninsular Ranges
Geomorphic Province. In general, the province consists of rugged mountains underiain by
Mesozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks 1o the east, and a dissected coastal plain
underlain by Cenozoic sediments to the west. The project investigation revealed that the

site is underlain by basement rocks consisting of Jurassic metavolcanic and Cretaceous

granite rock and by overlying sedimentary rocks rangin g from Cretaceous to Pleistocene in
age.

Short term construction actvity may expose soils 10 wind and water erosion. Grading
acuvity may affect the site's drainage channels through erosion and sedimentation.
Although no geologic hazards (i.c.. active faults) exist on-site, the site is located in a
tectonically active seismic area. Local and distant active faults may expose persons to

hazardous situations caused by ground shaking, landslides, ground failure, or other
hazards.

Air Ouali

The addition of residential. commercial, and recrearional land uses and roadways on the
project site would increase vehicular activity. Vehicular emissions represent the pri
source of air pollution t0 San Diego's air basin. The automobile wips generated from the
project development would add to the deterioration of the regional and local ambient air
quality. It is anticipated that most air quality impacts will be a result of the expected
increase in vehicular traffic. There are no expected project associated activities that will
create objectionable odors or the alteration of air movement, moisture, temperanure, or any
changes in climare either locally or regionally.

Hydrology

Two major drainages wravel through the project site: Lusardi Creek and the San Dieguito
River as well as several other smaller drainages. Construction activities and development
may increase sedimentation and erosion, which may affect the water quality of existing
drainages. The project is nor expected to chan ge currents or course or direction of water
movements, but could affect existing drainage parnterns and absorption rates. Storm water
runoff will inevimably increase with development as permeable ground primarily in naturat
or agricultural uses is wansformed into impervious rooftops, streets, and other impervious
surfaces. The 100-year floodplain of the San Dieguito River and the dam inundation area
for Lake Hodges both lie within the SPA. The 100-year floodplain and the dam at Lake
Hodges both have the potental of water-related hazards in the SPA. A proposed bridge
crossing the San Dieguito River may also affect the hydrology of the river.

Paleontological Resources

The areas on the site with the greatest potential for paleontological resources exists within
the Mission Valley Formation, which has a medium to high resource sensitivity and is
locared along the southem boundary line of the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan Area, at the
County of San Diego/City of San Diego property line. Other areas where paleontological
Iesources may €xist are in those areas underlain by Terrace Deposits, including the San
Dieguito River basin and associated ributaries, which has a moderate resource sensitgvity.

Lastly, potental resources may exist in the cenrral portion of the project site underlain by
the Delmar Formarion, which also has a moderate resource sensidvity. .



Development in the SPA is likely to affect the paleontological resources, especially in the
Mission Valley Formation. Project impacts associated with construction. such as
excavation, could potentially cut into geological deposits within which fossils are buried.
These impacts are generally in the form of physical destruction of fossil remains. Other
impacts might include burial of a fossiliferous locality by fill operations, fossil collecting by
amateur collectors, or heavy landscaping of park areas.

Noise

The existing ambient noise level on the project site is low. The onlv major source of noise
is from vehicular wraffic on Del Dios Highway which passes through and adjacent to Santa
Fe Valley. Construction activities and project-generated vehicular traffic will increase the
existng noise levels on and around the project site. Increases in noise levels may affect
existng residences as well as wildlife on the site. Project associated noise increases may
exceed County standards and in tum may impact sensitive noise receptors. Attenuation of
noise levels from all sources, to below 60 CNEL will be required to avoid significant noise
impacts.

Light and Glare
Currently because of the lack of urban development on Sanua Fe Valley, few light sources

exist that cause light and glare effects. Development would produce new li ght and glare in
the project area from street and building lighting.

Land Use

Most of the Sanwa Fe Valley site is presendy agricultural or open space. Upon project
approval, the site's existing land uses would be replaced by new land use such as
residential and recreational uses, roadways, and a village center. Increased population on
the site will increase the demand for recreational opportunities, such as parks and open
space areas. Development of the site may potentially decrease agricuirural land use. Issues
such as land use compatibility, phasing, and design will be components of the Specific
Plan. Land uses in the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan are proposed 1o be compatible with
the primarily low and estate density residential character of adjacent development in the San
Dicguito Community Planning Area and with the planned San Dieguito Valley River Park.
However, the existing character of the site will chan ge from agricuitural and a few scartered
homes, to a more intensive pattern of development.

Popularion and Housi

The Specific Plan proposes the addition of 1,200 residential dwelling units to the site which
would represent a population increase of approximately 3,600 persons, assuming an
average of three persons per household. This increase will add to the demand for public
and social services, schools, amenities, parks and additional traffic circulation.

The current uses on the site generate minimal vehicular mips. The project would
substantially increase the vehicular movement on-site and in the gcncrg.l vicinity as a rcs_ult
of new residential, commercial, and recreational development. Project implementation

would also increase other forms of wraffic such as pedestrian or bicycle traffic, which are
not currently serviced. Implementation of the Specific Plan would aiso create the need for




additonal parking. Present circulation patterns would be aitered to accommodate new
development and vehicular demand.  Along with additional raffic. ratfic hazards to motor
vehicles. bicyclists, or pedesmians would also increase.

1 ) Ilin

The demand for all public services would be expected to increase as a result of project
implementation. The addition of residential units and the village center will increase the
need for fire and police protection. The demand for public schools and parks on-site would
also increase. New roadways will require increased maintenance. The project may also
create an increased demand for other governmental services, such as social services.

The project site is relatively undeveloped and visible from surrounding areas such as the
Del Dios Highway and nearby communities. The project would visually alter the site's
existing landscape from open space and agricultural uses to residendal uses and roadways.
Grading would be required to construct roadways, parks, and housing pads which may
alter the existing landform. The site is visible from the San Dieguito River Valley which is
approved as a park through the project site. Del Dios Highway is considered a scenic
highway according to the San Dieguito Community Plan. Views to the site from Del Dios

Highway and the San Dieguito River Valley could be altered from implementation of the
Specific Plan.
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October 6, 1994

TLENQ
Joe Cibit

County of San Diego

Planning Department, MS 0650
3201 Ruffin Road

San Diego, CA 92123

RE:  Samta Fe Valley Notice of Preparation of Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Cibit

Enclosed is a brochure which was developed by SDG&E. in cooperation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Cal. Dept. of Fish & Game, which outlines operational
protocols for SDG&E field crews working in natural areas. We believe that by following

these protocols, SDG&E field operations may continue without impacting sensitive
habitar,

1 found the information you shared with me regarding the possibility of shifting the
wildlife corridor from the current position to the area of the SDG&E easement to be very
interesting. While we would very much like to see our subsidiary (Phase One) have a
successful project, SDG&E also has a responsibility to its ratepayers to protect the land
rights in, and access to, the transmission corridor, Therefore, I'd like to stress again that
SDG&E should be involved in all further discussions of this proposal.

Thank you for taking the time 10 speak with me today. I can be reached at
(619) 696-2421 if you need any additional information.

Sincerely,
San Diego Gas & Electric

rzttu) idalla X

Stella A. Holland
Land Planner

enciosures:  Brochure
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Logican
Ta: Mr. Gary R. Fink
Department of Planning and Land Use
County of San Diego
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, California 92123
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Fink:

Thank you for the subject Notice of Preparation, which was received by
SDCAS earlier this month.

We look forward to reviewing the DEIR and the cultural resources
technical report(s) for the project when they are distributed. Aside from our
-normal interest in the treatment of archaeological resources which may bhe
impacted by the project, is the project's respect of the C. W. Harris

Archaeological District. As you are well aware, SDCAS has previously nominated

this distriet for County Landmark and National Register of Historic Places
status. While the County process was deferred pending the preparation of this
SPA, the district was determined eligible for the National Register by the
Keeper of the National Register earlier this vear. We therefore request that a
capy of the DEIR and cultural resources appendices also be sent to the SHPQ
when the public distribution is made.

The San Diego County Archaeological Society appreciates this opportunity
To continue to participate in the County's environmental review process for
this project.

Sincerely,

égimes W. Rovle, JriéiChaiéﬁerson

Environmental Review Committee

ccs SDCAS President
file

San Diego County Archaeological Society
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SCHOOL DISTRICT

DR. AOBERT L. REEYES
H::t:EE\: %ﬂ:zismlaum 13626 TWIN PEAKS ROAD » FOWAY. CA 52064-3098 SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOCLS
(619) 748-0010 = {618) 5B6-7500 + FAX (619) 748-1342
“... serving the commuanities of Poway, Rancho Bernardo,
Rancho De Los Penasquitos, Sabre Springs, and Carmel Mountain Ranch"
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October 18, 1994

Mr. Gary R. Fink

Environmental Management Specialist Il
Depanument of Planning and Land Use
San Diego County

5201 Ruffin Road. Suite B

San Diego. CA 92123-1666

Dear Mr. Fink:

NOTICE OF INTENT TO PREPARE A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

Thank you for vour October 4 correspondence regarding notice of intent to prepare the draft Environmental Impact Repon
for the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan area. The School District has been meeting and working with a number of area
property owners and consultants for owners and the County over the past cighteen or so months. Page 7 of your project
description addresses Public Services/Utilities. On September 14, [ wrotc Joan Vokac, Chief Facility Planner. requesting
that the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan include in its section addressing Educational Facilities. a statement about County
Ordinance No. 7966 relating to the mitigation of school fees.

Because neither State nor local funding can be expected to pay for capital facilities needs anticipated from student gronth
from the Santa Fe Valley. funding for new schools and associated related support facilities must come from new
development. County Ordinance No. 7966 was adopted by the County Board of Supervisors in September 1991 ~...10
ensure that adequaie educational facilities are available concurrent with new development...”

Because the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan Area contains several school districts. to avoid confusion at a later date. the
districts ask that at the time the County approves a tentative map, the developer. in conjunction with the County
Assessor's Office. provide the District with a parcet map indicating school district boundaries by lot line. Thus. if there
arc any boundary issues that the District deems problematic. they can be addressed at that time. If this issue is not
appropniate for the environmental document. piease let me know.

Please find enclosed a copy of my correspondence to Joan Vokac which discusses the project’s impacts and proposed
mutigation. You may wish 10 use some of this information as you see appropnate. [l vou would like to further discuss the
School District's needs. please call me at 679-2570. 1 would be happy to review any proposed language in vour document
before it goes to press. This might permit us to limit comments in a final document.

Sincerely,

o e

Zr . - "’"‘-"‘,-'

]

Alicia Kroese T
Director of Planning
Enclosure
ce: Eric Hall. Business Manager. San Dieguito School District

Mike Castanos. Director, Business/Personnel. Solana Beach School District
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ArCa Kroene, Dvecror
8191 670.2570

Scpiember 14, 1994

Ms. foan Vokac

Chicf Facility Planner

Department of Planning and Land Use
San Diego County

5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, CA 92123

Dcar Joan:

SUBJECT: SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN '

In response to our August 31 meeting at the County Offices with you, Ali Shapouri, Kathy Cresto, and Joc Cibit,
the Poway Unified School District is hereby submitting its comments 10 be inciuded in Chapier 6, Public Safcty,

Scrvices and Facilitics Element of the Santa Fe Vallcy Spesific Plan.

LY

The District is requesting that 6.2 EDUCATIONAL 'FACIIJTIES include a statement about County Ordinance
No. 7966, adopted on September 11, 1991, relating 10 the mitigation of the impact of Icgisiative action on school
facilitics. Would it be possible 1o say the purposc and intent of this Ordinance is to “cnsure that adequaic

cducational facilitics are available concurrent with new development..”
While the County of San Diego will provi

cducational scrvices must be provided by
new development. However, even w

Exhibit “E™)

The Santa Fe Vallcy Specific Plan Area contains several school districts offcring a varicty of educational services
in the San Dieguito Community Plan, Historically, increascd caroliment has impacted the Districts and they are

currenily at or exceeding facility capacities.

de most public ‘services and facilities in the Santa Fe Valley Area, there
arc some exceptions. For example, utilitics (gas & clectric) will be provided by San Dicgo Gas & Elertric and
the impacted school districts. Financing schools will be the most difTicult
issue relating to providing public facilities needs. State nor local funding for school construction can reasonably be
cxpecied, and because capacity is not available in existing schools, funds for new school buildings must come from
hen the source of funds is resolved, questions remain about timing of school
site acquisition and construction 5o that new schools can be provided when the need occurs and can be operated
cfliciently, The section titled Impicmentation under Policy CS-1, is included to address these questions. (Sce
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APPENDICES BOUND SEPARATELY
{Available at County of San Diego Department of Planning and Land Use)

Appendix C - Biological Resources Technical Report
Appendix D - Cultural Resources Technical Reports for Santa Fe Valley Specific Pian.

Baicor Tentative Map, and Bemardo Lakes Tentative Map
Appendix E - Traffic Technical Report






Joan Vokae
September 14, 1994
Page 2

The disiricts Servicing Santa Fe Valley are:

Elemcntary School Districts:
=tineniary schoo!l Districts:

* Solana Beach (K-6)
* Rancho Sanua Fe (K-8)
*  Escondido Union (K-8)

Sccondary School Districts:

*  San Dicguito (7-12)
» Escondido (9-12)

Unificd School Districts:

¢ Poway (K-12)

After your comments and information which discuss student gencration factors, it would be appropriate to add the
following: )

In the Poway Unified School District, existing school facilities may not be adequate 10 accemmodate the additional
student enroliment resuling from the Santa Fe Vallcy Project. At the current time, all schools within close
Proximity are at or over capacity. Therefore, the District reserves the night to transport students to other schools
within District boundaries where classroom facilities may be available. The District cannot Buarantee that students
generaied from this project would atiend existing schools closcst 10 their homes. (Sce Exhibit “A™ with map)

Existing school district boundarics divide the existing and projected student population in the area, resulting in the
inability of a singie school district to create cnough demand to suppont the construction of new schools in the Sanua
Fe Valley Specific Plan Area, Initial auempts to realign school district boundarics as pan of the Speeific Plan

The Poway Unified School District would suggpest that you change the first paragraph on page 4 of your documemt
lo rcad as follows:

As shown in table 6-1, the {argest number of elementary, middle, and high school students in the Santa Fe
Valicy project would be generated within the Poway Unificd School Distriet,

The Board of Education of the Poway School District requires all developer/owners of new development 10 provide
full mitgation for the impact of their new deveiopments pursuant 10 Board Policy 6.31 “School Faciluy
Asscssments and Fecs on New Development™, Policy 6.32, “Acquisition of Sites™, and Policy 6.33, “School Size™
arc shown as Exhibits “B”, “C", and D" respectively.  Anticipated school noeds resulting from the Santa Fe
Valley Development for the Poway Unified School District are summarized in Table 6.1, with additionat detail
provided in Table 6.2. Attached as Exhibit “E™ 10 this letter you will find the implementing principles required by
Poway Unified School Districy for determining the needs and financing for school facilities. We request that it be
included in the Sania Fe Valley Specific Pian document.



Joan Vokac
September 14, 1994
Page 3

The tnformation provided in this leter and its attachments is subject 1o the approval of the Poway Unified School
District Board of Trustecs. | look forward 1o mecting with you, vour stafl and Bill Taylor, if necessary, to giscuss
our request. At that time, I would like to discuss how Distnict siaff will proceed with presenting an updaie of the
County Future Urbanizing Arca planning cflonts 10 our School Board. This letter shall not be construcd as

providing any approval by the Poway Unified School District for the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan. Ouly our
Board of Education can provide this approval.

Sincerely,

£ sl T,
.. e
Alicia Kroese
Dircctor of Planning

cr
cc: Eric Hali

Mike Castanos
24-95

-



San Dicgo, CA 9212R-4499
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EXHIBIT »a-
POWAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
CURRENT ENROLLMENT AND CAPACITY REPORT
SCHOOLS LOCATED WITHIN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO
SANTAFE VALLEY .
STUDENTS PERCENTAGE
PERM ENROLL OVER PERM OVER PERM
SCHOOL CAP 9/15/94 CAPACITY CAPACITY
Westwood Elcmcruar_v (K-5) 677 1,025 348 51%
17449 M:uznal Road
San Dicgo. CA 92127-1299
Turnleback Elementary (K-5) 695 751 56 8%
I5R35 Tunleback Road
San Dicgo. CA 92127-2044
Rernardo Heights Middle {6-8) 1,334 1.643 299 22%
12990 Pasco Lucido
San Dicgo, CA 921284479
Ranciio Bernardo High (2-12) 2.169 2.543 34 ™%
13010 Paseo Lucida
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EXHIBIT "B"

—

POWAY UNIFIED SCHOOL ;TRICT Originator . __sistant Superintendent, BSS
BOARD POLICY

lssue No.: 34 Date: 6427/04 Page | of |}
ARTICLE: 6.0 BUSINESS SUPPORT SERVICES Reference:  Gov't Codesym;SOtJ??,SJOSO

65995, AP. 6.31. ~

6.31 PLANNING DEPARTMENT CA Code Art XII1A, Sect. 4

SECTION  6.31 SCHOOL FACILITY ASSESSMENTS AND FEES ON NEW
DEVELOPMENT

permirtted by law.

It is the Board's intent not to have new development negatively imp
or furure students living in the previous]

to await tmﬂ‘ptvgfstltéﬁoth&m
following:

Planning

Land Acquisition
Construction

Testing and Inspection
Fumiture and Equipment
Landscaping

BPsI1

. Axgext 10, 1994
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) EXHIBIT "c"
POWAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DIS .ICT Originator: ~ AS:  int Superintendent, BSS ' I
BOARD POLICY

Issuc No.: 2 Datc: 10/14/91 Page 1 of 1 .
RTICLE: 6.0 BUSINESS SUPPORT SERVICES Referepee:  E.C. 39100-39032. A.P. 6.32.1 '

630 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SECTION 6.32 ACQUISITION OF SITES l
The Planning Department shall develop and maintain a current long-range master plan for the orderly I
establishment of school facilities to mee1 the changing needs of the District.

All school sites considered for acquisition by the District shall be selected in accordance with all applicable
laws, rules and regulations. All efforts shafl! be directed toward identifying sites sufficiently in advance of
need. In addition, whenever development studies are undentaken by land owners, develo ers, or pianning

departments, a suitable number of school sites shall be identified in the area master plan and reserved ‘
for the School District, ‘ l

School sites shall be selected to serve a specific attendance area in the best possible manner and to permit
the maximum number of students to be within walking distance of the school. l

The Board desires that the District pay fair market value for sites being acquired. The offering price will

be determined by employing one or more licensed appraisers to prepare a written estimate of the market '
value of the property. 'Insofar as is possible, all site purchases will be effected through negotiation; I
however, in the event that agreement on price cannot be reached, the Board will be prepared to initiate .

mdemnation action to acquire the property under its right of eminent domain,

Q . S] ]S- sc : )

Grade Leve] Mini i
Elementary 10 net usable acres
Middle 25 net usable acres
High School _ ‘50 net usable acres

3 - L) .
" ¥ s ' . . .

*)
1

Dre.32 Scptember 23, 1991
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.- EXHIBIT "p"
POWA Y UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Crgunarer- Asst. Superintenden:,
. Business Services
"ARD POUCY hawue NA 1 Dato- 6/21/82 rane I w1}
AMTICLE .0 FACILITY DEVELOPMENT | Peference:
SECTION 6.33

School Size

The Board of Education
and operstional] efficie

hzs determined that school size affects the quality of education
rrefarence SURFESC appr

ncy of the Discrice. Research, common sense, and communicy

oximate minimum and maxioum sizes which the Dagrd kareby adoprs
s puldelines for District cperation. When schools reach the minipua or maximum levels

rrovided herein, the Board shall seek appropriaste recommendetions from the Superintendent
to> rasolve underutilizgtion or overcrowding of the scheols.

Minimum Optimum Maxirum
X=3 360 S00 - 600 300
68 600 200 - 1,100 1,4G0
9-12 (excluding 1,200 1,600 - 2,000 1,400
continuation
schaol)

RN N




EXHIBIT “E"

POWAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
IMPLEMENTING PRINCIPLES

FINANCING

1.2

1.3
14

1.5

1.6

24-9%

Prior to approval of any discretionary permits. Santa Fe Valley property owners shall reach
agreements with Poway Unified School District to finance the development project proportionate
share of the cost of needed school facilitics and retated needs pursuant 10 $chool Baard Policy
No. 6.31, School Facility Assessments and Fees on New Development.

No discretionary permits shall be approved by the Board of Supervisors without concurrent
adoption of a purchase agreement that commits owners of a designated school site to sell those
sites to the School District. The purchasc agreement shall set the price sa that it is equal 1o the
market value of the site basad on uses allowed by 20ning regulations in place prior 10 the time the
Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan is adopted, plus inierest paid at an agreed-upon rate from the date
of the agreement to the daie of the actual purchase. The purchase agreement(s) shall specify that
if the School District purchases the land at the stated price. the owner(s) will be permitted 1o

develop the remainder of their property as specified in the Specific Plan subject to relevant
County, State, and Federal regulations, :

All public school sites are 10 be precisely located in the Specific Plan based on site standards
established by the Poway Unificd School District and the State of Californua.

Financing mechanisms for the County Future Urbanizing Area school facilitics shouid be capable
of reliably raising revenues needed for construction of school facilities identificd.

Timing of the completion of school construction for portable and pcrmanemt classrooms and
associated facilitics is 10 be dictated by enrollment thresholds established by Schoci Board Policy
with schools suitable for occupancy at the time swdent generation reaches the relevant threshold
from the designaied atiendance area for each schooi.

For the period during which the County Future Urbanizing housing units are octupicd. but the
minimum enrollment for new schools has not been met. students living in the Santa Fe Valley
will auend pre<cxisting schools. In order 1o make this possible. developer contributions to the
cost of adding temporary school facilities and/or providing school transportation will be required.

_ f . . '
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ROBERT R COPPER

Uounty of San Biego

€191 684-3030 DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

5201 RUFFIN ROAOD. SUITE P SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA D2123.1899

October 19, 1994

TO: Gary R. Fink, Envircnmental Management Specialist III
Department of Planning and Land Use

FROM: Andrew R. Bishop, Senior Park Project Manager
Department of Parks and Recreation

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF INTENT TO PREPARE A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

This is in response to your letter of October 4, 1994, issuing a
Notice of Intent to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan (SPA). It is our
understanding that the proposed project will encompass 3,129 acres
and will include a maximum of 1,200 residential dwelling units.

The development of up to 1,200 dwelling units will result in an
increased need for local park facilities. The DEIR should identify
the project’s impacts on parks and recreation, and how these will
be mitigated. The discussion should address how the preject will.
satisfy both the requirements of the Park Lands Dedication
Ordinance as well as the park land goals and objectives contained
in the San Dieguito Community Plan and the Recreation Element of
the General Plan.

The proposed project may alsc have an impact on the San Diequito
River Park. Since the San Dieguitoc River Park planning area is
located at the northern border of the SPA, the DEIR should also
include a discussion of potential impacts and proposed mitigation
to the River Park.

If you have any questions, please contact Matt Bohan at (550) 694~
1430.

gﬁﬁ%sw R. BISHOP, Senior/Park Project Manager
Parks and Recreation Department

ARB:MB:cw






JIM ROACHE, SHERIFF

AGENCY RECOMMENDATION

October 25, 1994

TO: Gary R. Fink

Department of Planning and Land Use

Project Processing (0-650)
FROM: Sheriff's Department

Planning & Research Unit (0-339)

SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN { PROJECT HREZ290-002)

In response to your Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft

Environmental Impact Report, the following information is
providgd.

The Sheriff's Department commented on this project in September
of 1992 at the request of Project Design Consultants. A copy

of the response addressed to Ali Shapouri is attached to this
correspondence.

Comments contained in the September 1992 correspondence are
S5till timely. Updated average response times for calls for

service in the Poway Station's unincorporated jurisdiction in
Fiscal Year 1993 were:

Priority Calls: 16.0 minutes for 35 calls
Non-Priority Calls: 34.1 minutes for 210 calls.

Let me know if you require any additional information.

'\ . . "- -
A 4 . -—\-\'. 5..-(‘3- (S
Carol A. Decker
Planning & Research Analyst
Post Office Box 429000

San Diego, California 92142-9000
County Mail Stop D-41

(S59) 974-2210 FAX 974-2109

Post Office Box 429000, San Diego, California 92142-9000







San Diego County Sheriff s Department
Pos: Office Box 2981
San Diego. Cailforma 92112-4178
JIM ROACHE. SHERIFF

AGENCY RECOMMENDATION

September 24, 1992

TO: Ali Shapouri

Department cf Planning and Land Use

Project Processing _ (0-£50)
TROM: Sheriff’'s Department

Planning & Research Unit (C-339)

PROSECT #REZ90-002 (SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIZ PLAN), WHICH
-NCLUDES 1500 DWELLING UNITS

In respcnse to correspondence from Project Design Cconsultants,
the Zellowing information is provided.

1. Development cf vacant land for residential,
ccmmercial, industrial or recreational use, impacts
negatively on delivery of law enforcement services
in the unincorporated area. Therefore, additional
Iesources commensurate with changes in land use or
increases in population density.must be added to
maintain adequate service levels.

2. The desirable iaw enfcrcement service level for
unincorporated areas as a whcle, has been determined
tc be a 24-hour service package consisting of seven
patrol deputies, two detectives, one supervisor and
one clerical support staff for each 10,000 resident
Population. In other words, for each population
increase of 1,000 approximately one sworn officer
must be added to maintain adecuate service levels.

3. Resources provided for the unincorporated area
of the County are currently below that level, which
seriously impacts our ability to provide adequate
services. This prcject will therefore -impact
negatively on service delivery o the project site
and also will further diminish service to the rest
of the unincorporated area.

4. The project site is primarily located within
Sheriff’s Beat Number 419, which is serviced from
the Foway Station located at 12935 Pomerado Road,
Poway, CA 92064-5325.




Project #REZS0-002
September 24, 1992
Page 2

Y

5. Quick response to calls is critical because it
increases the chances of saving lives and
apprehending criminals at or near the scene of a

-

crime. In urbanized areas of unincorporated San
Diego, the current gral for response time to a
priority call is B minutes or less. These are calls

involving life-threatening situations or felonies in
- progress. For all other calls the target is 16
minutes cor less.

- ,......i e

Average response times for calls for service in the
Poway Station’s unincorporated jurisdiction in 1991
were:

- .

Priority Calls: 19.7 minutes for 22 calls
Neon~Priority Calls: 29.6 minutes for 188 calls

The above data on response times is the most current availakle.
Due teo unpredictable budget constraints, the Sherifi’s
Department cannot at this time project response times nor staif
levels.

. L ¢

bl R .

Information regarding the status of the County of San Diego
Facilities Impact Fee proposal can be obtained from the San
Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use. The mairn
contact rerson there is Joan Vokac, Chief oI Facilities
Planning, at 565-558S5.

pramoas

If the Facility Impact Fee is not adopted, we envision the
Sher:iff’s Department negotiating with developers regarding
funding for additional facilities. There are currently no ,
Zirm plans to expand the Poway Sheriff’s Station or locate a
staticn within Santa Fe Valley.

) r
Il

This development and its attendant rise in population will
necessitate an increase in law enforcement rescurces tc meet
the additional demands for service which invariably accompany
pepulation growth. The Sheriff’s Department must rely on funds
budgeted by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors to handle
cperational costs.

, r"' '

L

Canot (L. Rawcumee

Carol A. Lawrence
Planning & Research Analyst

i

cc: Project Design Consultants
Richard Miller

-‘



United States Department of the Inrterior

FISH AND WTLDLIFE SERVICE
Eeoiomicu Semices
Carisbad Fizid Otfice
2730 Loker Avenue West November 2, 1994
Carisbad, Cuirrorna -22008
Mr. Gary Fink
County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

Re: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Report for Santa Fe
Valley Spacific Plan .

De@ar Mr. Fink:

AB requested in your announcement concerning the Notice of Intent (NOI) to
pPrepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Santa Fe Valley Specific

Plan, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is providing the following
comments.

It is the Service‘s understanding that the Specific Plan Area consists of
3,129 acres along the San Dieguito River, southwest of Lake Hodges in northern
San Diego County. Proposed uses includes residential housing {(up to 1,200
residential units), a village center with neighborhood/convenience retail,
golf courses, and other community uses. The project is expected to result in
take of the federally threatened California gnatcatcher (Polioptila
californica californica; gnatcatcher), in an area that supports one of the
major core subpopulations of this species in San Diego County. Populations of
21 candidate species for federal listing (10 plant and 11 animal) have also
been found in the Project vicinity.

The Service is particularly interested in the consistency of the proposed
pProject with long-term regional conservation planning. As you probably know,
the State of California has initiatad a large scale conservation planning
effort in southern california under the Natural Community Conservation
Planning Act of 1991 (RCCP}. The County of San Disgo is enrolled in this
Program. The NCCP coastal sage scrub Program was established to conserve
pPopulations of native animal and Plant species, and thair coastal sage scrub
habitat, in areas large enough to ensure their long-term viability. To secure
a2 viable preserve systen composed of sizeable, interconnectad habitat patches,
large-scale planning is necessary. Large-scale conservation planning in the
lake Hodges area is crucial bacause it has besn identified as ona of San Diego
County’s major core rescurce areas.

In recognition of Nccp efforts, the Service published the upccia1‘4(d) rule
for the gnatcatcher. Under this rule, take permits for the gnatcatcher will
be issued for fina) large scale NCCP plans, and landowners within these plan
areas will be covered under these permits. Landowners with coastal sage scrub
that has high and intermediate long-term consarvation value ars encouraged to
POStpone developmant until these large-scale plans are complete. Howaver,
landowners whose Projects would impact gnatcatchers and who cannot wait until
long-term plans are complete have the option during this interim planning



Mr. Fink 2

period to apply for an incidental take permit pursuant to section 10(a) of the
Endangered Spescies Act. The fundamental assumption underlying the 4(d) rule,
nevertheless, is that development during the interim planning pericd will not
be implemented in such a way that long-term planning options are foreclcsed.

A project that does not conflict with long-term coneervation planning during
the interim period has an altarnate avenue available: it may receive an
exemption from gnatcatcher take prohibitions under the Act through the secticn
4(d) special rule by obtaining an interim habitat loss permit through the
local jurisdietion.

The interim habitat lcss allowance, established under the gnatcatcher 4(d)
rule and the NCCP Consarvation Guidelines, allows 5% of the ccastal sage ecrub
from each NCCP subregion to be lost during the interim period while long-term
conservation plans are being developed. The purpose of this provision is to
allow those projects which do not substantially effect the long-term
conservation planning process to move forward sxpeditiously. This avenue
provides applicants with an examption from take prohibitions under the
Endangered Species Act, but is only available for projects that meaet the
required findings specified in the RCCP Conservation Guidelines (including a
determination that impacts will be mitigated to a level bealow significance).
The most crucial finding that must be made before a project is eligible for
interim loss is that the project will not foreclose long-term planning
options.

It is the Service’s understanding ‘that applicants for the Santa Fe Valley
specific plan hope to move forward with the specific plan as socn as possible,
and therefore prefer to pursue an interim habitat loss permit which would
exempt them from take prohibitions under the gnatcatcher 4(d) rule. During
maetings with County planning staff and Santa Fe Valley landowners, the
Sarvice and California Department of Fish and Game have indicated that we
would be willing to consider the project for interim loss provided that the
appropriate NCCP findings can be mada. The EIR should thus include NCCP
findings for the Project; particularly whether the Project would foreclose
options for a viable preserve system. Note that the project will not be
dcceptable for interim loss if impacts are not mitigated to a level below
significance. '

To adequately evaluate the proposed project in terms of NCCP, the following
information should be included in the EIR:

1. A determination as to the long-term conservation value of land to be
impacted, based on the evaluation procees described in the NCCF
conservation guidelines. Note in the guidelines that this evaluation
should alsc include natural lands with no coastal sage scrub presant,
which, according to the guidelines, include other habitat types and
disturbed or recently cleared land.

2. A discussion as to whether the open space configuration has taken into
consideration the bamic tenets of reserve design as cutlined in the NCCP
guid.;inns, including:

- Large blocks of habitat containing large populations ars

¥
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Fink

preferable for preservation over small hahitat blocks;

Habitat that occurs in less fragmented, contiguous blocks with
minimal edge is preferable to habitat that is fragmented or
isclated by developed lands;

Interconnacted blocks ©f habitat serve conservation purposes
better than do isolated blocks of hahitat, and linkages function
batter when the habitat within them resembles habitat that is
pPreferred by the target species; and

Reserves should be protected from encroachment. Blocke of habitat
that are roadless or otherwise inaccessible to human disturbances
serve to better conserve target spacies than do accessible habitat
blocks.

A detarmination as to whether the proposed project would foreclose long-
term planning options. This should focus on maintaining the population
viability of target species in this core bioclogical resource area. It
should also strees the maintenance of sufficient connectivity throughout
the project area as well as connectivity to significant areas offaite,
namely:

a)

b)

€)

d)

e)

contiguity of habitat for gnatcatchers and other target species
batwesn the projsct site and 48 Ranch, to the east;

a functicnal wildlife corridor in the vicinity of the SDGEE
transmission line sasement whers it intersects with the southern
property boundary, contiguous with open space in the northernmost
portion of Black Mountain Ranch;

maximal connectivity between habitat on-site and the habitat
linkage currently being planned along ths western edge of ths
Rancho Cielo property;

contigquity of habitat for gnatcatchers and other target species
running from the northwestern portion of the specific plan area
southward to Lusardi Creek; and

contiguity of habitat aldng Lusardi Creek, which connects to a
major habitat linkage on Black Mountain Ranch.

The EIR should also contain the following information:

1.

2.

A complete discussion of the purpose and need for the project.

A complete description of all potential land use changes, and how these
changes are expacted to .affect biological rescurces on-site and in
adjacent habitat.

Specific acreages and detailed description ©f the amount and types of
habitats which may be affecred by each of the land use alternatives.
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We look forward to receiving the draft EIR. Should you have any questions
regarding these comments, please contact Ellen Berryman of this office at

619/431-9440. i
Sincersly,
3, Nesclo—
- Kobetich
Field supervisor
#1-6=-HC~85-021

ccs

Maps and tables should be used to summarize information.

Descriptions of the biological reascurces associated with esach habitat
type. These descriptions should include both qualitative and
quantitative assessments of the resources present on the site.

An assessment of indirect and cumulative impacts to fish and wildlife
and associated habitats, for each of the land use alternatives.
Information on cumulative impacts to biological resocurces which occur
within. the area should be specific and address regional habitat losses,
wildlife corridors, and fragmentation.

¥

A list of Federal candidate, proposed or listed species, state-listed
species, and locally sensitive species that are on or near the lands to
be effected by the proposad action. A detailed discussion of these
species, including information pertaining to their local status and
distribution, should be included in this report. The anticipated or
real impacts of the project on these spacies should be addrsssed fully.

A discussion of potential impacts to any wetland habitat on-site,
pParticularly vernal pools, should be included. This section should
include a map showing the location of the vernal pocls that occur on-
site and proposed actions in or adjacent to the wetlands.

Specific mitigation plans to fully offset project-ralated impacts
including cumulative impacts of dirsct and indirect habitat losses of
upland and wetland rescurces. The objective of each mitigation plan
should be to offset the project-induced qualitative and quantitative
losses of wildlife habitat values. Any mitigation plan involving
revegatation should include: a) a detailed map noting the locations of
Areas to be revegetated; b) criteria used to establish minimum survival
rates for all plant species used; c) a monitoring program to determine
the success of the revegetation effort; d) the number and size of plant
species used; e) planting methods, the time of year Planting will be
¢onducted and the type of irrigation that will ba implemented; and f) an
analysis of potential success of such a program.

Bill Tippets, CDFG
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Charles 0. Grimm
Director of Planning and Buildi

Planning Divigliges -
(619) 73145671, FAX {619) 7384313

November 3. 1994
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CITY OF ,
ESCONDIDO Gary R. Fink
201 NORTH BROADWAY County of San Diego

ESCONDIDO. CA 92025 Department of Planning and Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road. Suite B
San Diego. California. 92123

Re: Response 1o letter of intent to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan

Dear Gary:

The City of Escondido appreciates the opportunity to comment on the notice of
intent to prepare a draft FIR on the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan. A small
segment of the project. approximately 50 acres located on the north side of Lake
Hodges and Del Dios Highway, lies within the Escondido General Plan Area
and outside the City's Sphere of Influence (see enclosed exhibit). At this time

the City of Escondido requests to receive a copy of the Draft EIR when it is
released for public review

The EIR should evaluate the portion of the proposed project within the
Escondido Planning Area for conformance with the General Plan. Currently,
Escondido’s General Plan designates the area Rural I (slope variabie: 4, 8. 20
units per acre} and identifies the ridgeline in the area as a "Skyline Ridge” in the
City’s Grading Ordinance which restricts hilltop development and establishes
policies for the placement of structures and streets in order to minimize grading
impacts: a copy of this ordinance 1s enclosed. Del Dios Highway is designated a
Major Road on the City’s Circulation Element which calls for a 4 - 6 lane street
section within 102’ of right of way. Biological mapping of the area performed
for the planning efforts of the North County Wildlife Forum reveal sage scrub
and chaparral as the prevailing flora in the area.

----—---‘-

Sid Holling. Mayer
Etmer C. Cameron,
Mayar Pro Tem
Richard A. Faster
Jerry C. Harmen.
Lori Holt Pleiler

I Pewapr on Recrrw P aper
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Additionally. Escondido. the County of San Diego as well as four other agencies. are members of
the San Dieguito River Valiey Regional Open Space Park Joint Powers Authority. Since much
of the Sana Fe Valley lies within the boundary of the JPA Park’s Planning Area. Escondido
encourages compliance with adopted goals and objectives concerning development. viewshed
preservation and trail connections.

-

1
1
1
1

Escondido looks forward to receiving and commenting on the proposed EIR for the Santa Fe
Valley. If vou have any questions regarding this letter please contact me at 432 - 4556.

Sincerel

(j :
Jay/Petrek

' Senior Planner




LAND USE

Land Use

Policy B1.9: Residendal categories are established for purposes of providing
the City with 2 range of building intensines 1o address various
sitc consmaints and opportunities. Proposed deveiopment shall
not exceed the densities shown on the Land Use Plan 2nd out-
lined in this document as foliows:

(@) RURAL. This residential classification is applied 1o areas
that are not intended to receive substantal urban services;
that are distant from the developed valley fioor; or that are
steep (generally over 25% in slope) or contzin sensitve

resources. Development in this classification is
primarily detached singie-family development on large
(over rwo acres) lots, the size of which shall vary with
slope. Warer supply may be from individual wells or
public water systems. Septic systems may be permitted
provided thar they meet local health standards and do not
adversejy affect the groundwater. Two different classes of
Rura} designarions are defined: Rural I and Rural IL.

: (1) Rural I—To promote a rural living environment in

; areas of agriculmral producton, rugged terrain, envi-

: ronmentally constrained lands that are remote from
urban development.

a) The maximum development yield of Rural ]
lands shall be sensid ve to topography and be
calculated according to the following siope cai-

cgories:

0-25%: 1 dwelling unit per 4 acres
25-35%: 1 dweiling unit per B acres
35+%: 1 dwelling unit per 20 acres

b}  The minimum lot size shall be 4 acres, unless
the deveiopment is clustered in accordance with
the cluster provisions im Chapter VII,

e e o b e o A ks

8\,

Rural [I—To promote 2 rural living environment in
areas of agriculnral production or rugged terrain that
are relatively remote urban development.

a8) The maximum development yield of Rural I
lands shall be sensitive to topography and be
calculated according to the following slope car-

egories:

0-25%: 1 dwelling unit per 2 acres
25-35%: I dwelling unit per 4 acres
35+%: 1 dwelling unit per 20 acres

M
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San Diego County Water Authority

A Public Agency )
321 Fitth Avenue * Son Diego, Californic $2103-5718
1619) £82-2100  FAX (619) 297-0511

November 3, 1994

Mr. Gary R. Fink
County of San Diego

Department of Planning and Land Use
3201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123-1666

Dear Mr. Fink:

Response to NOP for Santa Fe Vallevy Specific Plan Arez

Thank you for sending the neotification for the above
referenced project. The San Diego County Water Authority

{Authority) has the following concerns and comments.

Right of wWay

As you may already know, the Authority has a 130-foot wide
right-of-way (ROW) for the Second San Diego Aqueduct which Crosses
the proposed Specific Plan Area. The ROW contains the existing
Pipelines 3 ang 4. Further, the proposed Pipeline 5 Extension

Phase II has been approved for comstruction along, and primarily
within, this existing ROW beginning in 1995.

The.Authority requests notification and consultation from DPLU
if any aspect of the proposed SPA conflicts with this ROW or the
construction of Pipeline 5§ Extension Phase II. The Authority
appreciates your notifying our staff of this and any future
Projects which may affect Authority facilities. Please contact
Kathy Morgan of the Right of wWay Department at 682-4189 regarding

_The purpose of the Authority’s Emergency Storage Project is to
Provide additional emergency water 8Storage within San Diego County

in case of a long term interruption of the imported water supply.

MEMBER AGENCIES

. IRRIGATION DISTRICTS WATER DISTRICTS MONICIPAL WATER DITTRICTS
T oew e wEut-a ) @ Nqngegr o T leno T e re, - gy . - Tea, . Isrumen . Fm=prg
0."-1--r-'e-e--u--'oq- - . 1a » o~ awauw * Onesnnow s Fmezs ot Daz:
1 reeo + dyere Imm ST et .
COUNTY * Agvmps " r ey
“ae Tepc PUBLIC uTILTY DusTRICT FEDERAL AGENCY
= y=tm + ‘whoreos .
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Mr. Gary R. Fink

Santa Fe Valley SPA NOP
November 3, 1854

Page 2

Typically S0 percent of the water that is used in the county is
imperted from outside the region. There are a number of threats to
the imported supply. The Authority believes the most serious
threat to be from earthquakes. If a large earthquake were to occur
on either the San Andreas, San Jacinto or Elsinore Faults, San
Diego County could be without imported water for a period lasting
up te & months. We have estimated that by the year 2030 an
additional 90,100 acre-feet of emergency water storage will be
required to meet the six month interruption in imported water.

Currently, the Authority is preparing a Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS). The
DEIR/EIS will discuss four alternatives for meeting the storage
need. All four of the alternatives will reguire use of surface
reservoirs and the construction of pipelines and pump stations to
connect the reservoirs with the existing Second Agqueduct. Two of
the alternatives involve the use of ‘Lake Hodges. Only one of the
alternatives, however, will construct a pipeline through the
specific plan area. This alternative would require a pump station
to be built just downstream of the Lake Hodges dam. The pipeline
would follow San Dieguito Creek for approximately 7000 feet. The
pipeline would then contipue in a southwesterly direction and
connect to the Second Agqueduct near Artesian Road. The pipeline
will be approximately 48-inches in diameter with a "comnstruction
corridor width of approximately 120 feet.

The DEIR/EIS is scheduled to be available for public review in
February 19%5. The FEIR/EIS is scheduled to be completed in the
third quarter of 1995. The preferred alternative will be
identified in the FEIR/EIS. If you have any questions regarding
the Emergency Storage Project, please contact Rich Pyle at 682-
2140.

Public Services and Utilities

The analysis of water services should include a discussion of
the present and future conditions with respect to the regional
water supply. The local analysis of water services should contain
water conservation reguirements including the use of low-flow
fixtures, Xeriscape landscaping technicues, and a discussion of
potential use of reclaimed water in irrigation. The sewer services
section should also discuss water reclamation. If reclaimed water
is not available at this time but may be available in the future,
we suggest that the plan include reguirements or incentives for the
design and installation of reclaimed water supply lines within the
future developments. -

"

hmr
[
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Santa Fe Valley SPA NOP
November 3, 1954

Page 2

Please retain the Authority on your mailing list to receive

the Draft EIR and other information concerning cthis project. 1If
you have any questions, please contact Mark Tegioc at (619) €82-
4143.

incerely,

Gordon AéﬁHess, Director
Water Resources Planning

SAH/lip/mvrt

cc: Kathy Morgan
Rich Pyle

mvt hivepS1\cncrswivapal ir







RANCHO P BERNARDD

CommuNiry Pravnime. Boams

P.O. Box 289008, San Diego, CA 92198-8008

November 4, 1994

Mr. Gary Fink

County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land Use
5210 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, CA 92123-1666

RE: NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR THE SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN EIR

Dear Mr. Fink:

The Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board wishes to be added to your distribution
list for the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan and draft EIR. You may forward copies of these
documents to the Board at the address provided above.

The Board is particularly interested in knowing what the direct and cumulative traffic
impacts will be as a result of project implementation. The draft EIR should address the
current status of SA-680 through the Santa Fe Valley Planning Area. If this project would
preclude the future construction of SA-680 and a general plan amendment has not yet been
prepared to address the deletion of this roadway, then the traffic impacts associated with the

deietion of this road on the surrounding circulation system should be addressed as a part
of this EIR.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerefy,
] '/ 1
VA for
Bill Mclvers
Parks and Regional Issues Committee Chairman



‘ PN N N .




-

JOINY POWERS AUTHORITY
BOARD QF DIRECTDRS

Chaet Margarer Schieninger
Lounciimember
Tav of Soiena Bescn

st Veice Chair Pam Siater
Supervigor
County of San Durgo

2nd Yice Chair Duanne Jacoo
Supervisor
County of San Diege

Jan McMitian
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Cuy of Del Mar
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Councimemoer
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Counciimemper
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Counciimemper
City of San Diege

Harry Mathny
Councitmemper
City ¢f San Diego
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Chair
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Disne Bariow Coomoy
Executrve Direcior

San Dieguito River Valley

Regional Open Space Park

1500 State St.. Suite 280

San Diego. CA 92101

(619) 235-5445 Fax (619)235.4323

November 4. 1994

Mr. Gary Fink

County of San Diego, Deparment of Plarning and Land Use
5210 Ruffin Road, Suitc B

San Diego, CA 92123-1666

SUBJECT:  NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR THE SANTA FE VALLEY
SPECIFIC PLAN EIR

Dear Mr. Fink:

Thank you for providing us with an oppcrtunity to review the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan EIR. The JPA staff has completed its
review and has the following comments regarding the content of the forthcoming
draft EIR: '

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The draft EIR should describe in detail all aspects of the current proposal including
the proposed golf course and hotel use, uses which are not currently addressed in
the NOP. In addition, the NOP indicates that three tentative maps are being
processed concurrent with the Specific Plan, however, the specifics of these
proposals are not discussed in the NOP. The draft EIR shouid include impact
analysis for the overall policy document, as well as specific impact analysis for
those portions of the planning area for which tentative maps are being processed.

ENVIRONMENT AL lSSUES TO BE DISCUSSED:
Biologipal Ecsourccs

The draft EIR should {uliy evaluate petentiz! direct and indireet impacts 10
biological resources. The EIR should determine if adequate areas of
sensitive habitat would be preserved within the planning area and if viable
connections betweer sensitive habitats both on- and off-site would be
provided. If preserved areas crc not adequate an alternative that does
provide for adequate profection of sensitive biological resources should be
included in the altematives analysis. To the extent feasibie mitigation for
impacts to biological resources should be proposed for areas within the
planning bourdary, or in the immediate vicinity of the project area.

Recycied Peper
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Site specific impact analysis should be provided for the three tentative maps and feasible
mitigation measures identified. If off-site preservation or restoration is proposed as
mitigation for the loss of habitat, the mitigation site. which should be located adjacent to
or within the vicinity of the impact, must be identified and requirements for acquisition.
if necessary, incorporated into the tentative map conditions. Mechanisms should aiso be
established to ensure the long term preservation of areas within the planning area that are
identified for habitat protection.

Cultural Resources

The draft EIR should fully evaluate the potential direct and indirect impacts of the proposed
development on the Harris Complex. The measures that will be taken ro ensure the
integrity of the subsurface deposits should be addressed and mechanisms for preventing
disturbance to the site as a result of encroaching development should be described.

Hyvdrology/Water Qualiry

Increases in runoff and sedimentation from furure development could have significant
adverse impacts to downstream wetland habitat. The draft EIR should address the potential
impacts from increased siltation and urban pollutants to the San Dieguito drainage basin,

as well as to the future expanded wetlands that will be restored in the western end of the -

San Dieguito River Valley.

Due to the adverse effects of increased siltation, it is essential that the draft EIR include
a thorough analysis of both direct and cumularive impacts to water quality in the San
Dicguito watershed. Additionally, mitigation measures that would avoid both short and
long term downstream water quality impacts should be identified. These measures should
be specific and viable. A simple reference to "Best Management Practices” is not adequate,
particularly in light of the sensitive resources located downsweam. Enforceable
development standards and the use of temporary and permanent desilting basins should be
discussed, o : ' '

Landform Alteration/Visual Quality

Potential impacts to the San Dieguito River Park Focused Planning Area, both from grading
and building construction should be fully addressed in the draft EIR. Mitigation for
potential impacts shouid include adequate building and grading setbacks from the edge of
ridges, height limitations, appropriate revegetation requirements, and specific development
standards and design guidelines.
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Land Use

The draft EIR should address the consistency of the proposed project with the goals and
objectives of the San Dieguito River Park Concept Plan, as summarized below.

OVERALL GOAL STATEMENT

Preserve land within the Focused Planning Area of the San Dieguito River Park as
a regional open space greenway and park system that protects the nartural waterways
and the nawral and cultral resources; provides compatible recreationaj
opporwnities that do not damage sensitive lands; and provides a continuous and
coordinated system of preserved lands with a connecting corridor of walking,

equestrian, and bicycie trails encompassing the San Dieguito River Valley from the
ocean to the river’s source and beyond.

PARK OBJECTIVES

* PRESERVATION OF OPEN SPACE - Establish a continuous open space
corridor throughout the length of the Focused Planning Area that preserves
natural habitats, protects linkages for wildlife movement and provides
compatible areas for recreation oppornunities. :

. CONSERVATION OF SENSITIVE RESOURCES - Preserve the existing
nawral character and visual quality, and sensitive resources of the open
space corridor, including the preservation, enhancement, and protection of

sensitive coastal wetlands, hillsides, riparian and other freshwater habitat,
native vegetation and historical and cultural resources.

PROTECTION OF WATER RESOURCES - Optimize the water quality
and quantity of all groundwater resources and surface water bodies within
the planning area through wazer conservation, erosion centrol, pollution
control and restoration. -

* PRESERVATION OF THE NATURAL FLOODPLAIN - Mainuin the
100-year floodplain and sheetflow areas within the planning area in an open
configuration with a natural channel and provide adequate area for the
normal stream waters to meander through the floodplain. The 100-year
floodplain and sheetflow areas will be preserved for open space uses such
as recreation, wildlife habitat or agriculture.,

RETENTION OF AGRICULTURAL USES - Retain and- encourage
responsible agricutture in appropriate areas.
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* CREATION OF RECREATIONAL AND EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUNITIES - Create a scenic trail and interpretive svstem and
establish recreation areas including water related uses, which are compatible
with the nawral values of the river system.

* ESTABLISHMENT OF DESIGN GUIDELINES - Establish and seek to
have enforced design and deveiopment standards for future development
within the Focused Planning Area that would ensure the retention of the
largely rural character of the planning area and would limit the visual and
physical encroachment of development into the Focused Planning Area.

Agriculture

The draft EIR should address the cumulative effect to the area of converting agricultural
land to urban uses.

Alternatives

Finally, the draft EIR should include a full range of alternatives that if impiemented would
avoid or minimize the impacts described for the proposed project. Alernatives should be
prepared to address both plan Jevel and project specific level (tentative map) impacts.

The San Dieguito River Park JPA looks forward to reviewing the draft EIR. Please provide the
JPA with two copies of the document, at the new address provided on the cover sheet, in order
to ensure a timely review of the document by both the JPA staff and the Project Review
Committee. It should be noted that the comments contained in this letier are those solely of the
JPA swaff, based upon the JPA staff's interpretation of the policies and programs adopted by the
JPA Board. These comments have not, however, been reviewed, approved, nor endorsed by the
JPA Board of Directors.

[f vou have any questions regarding these comments, picase contact me at 235-544C ex. !3.
Sincerely,
Yo (,':r'
‘L,C-T ')\.\"'_ 1\-0‘ -\;lu——

Victoria Aires Touchstone
Principal Planner

cc: Jan Fuchs, Project Review Comminee
JPA Board of Directors



November 7, 1994

Mr. Gary R. Fink, Environmental Management Specialist III
County of San Diego

Department of Planning and Land Use N
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, CA 92123

Re: Banta Fe Valley Specific Plan ~ _
Response to Notice of Preparation for Draft ETR

Dear Mr. Fink:

Thank you for providing the Fairbanks Ranch Association the
opportunity te comment on the upcoming Draft EIR for the Santa Fe
Valley Specific Plan. With our proximity to the project area, we
have a strong ongoing interest, and therefore desire to review all
documentation and comment as the planning process moves forward.

As we have stressed on numerous occasions, the primary concern of
the Fairbanks Ranch Association in terms of this pProject is the
potential traffic and circulation impacts it might have on San
Dieguito Road through our community. The NOP write-up, that
accompanies your comment solicitation letter, does not include any
maps or graphics that represent the proposed circulation system or
access points. The "Project Description" section notes that access
to Santa Fe Valley is from the northeast and west via Interstate 15
and Del Dios Highway. No mention is made of intended access points
from the south. The "Transportation/Circulation” section also does
not key on this question of access points, other than to say that
Present circulation patterns would be altered. e

Earlier project plans that we have reviewed clearly indicated
southern access points to the project area that would ultimately
connect to San Diequitc Road. In previous verbal and written
commentary we urged that the traffic impact of the Santa Fe Valley
pProject to San Diegquito Road be included in all levels of analysis.
We again strongly urge that the traffic study associated with the
draft EIR include a full analysis of the project impact on San
Dieguito Road. The analysis should have a range of mitigation
neasures that might be required, including possible elimination of
any access from the project area to San Dieguito Road, as suggested

by the San Dieguito Planning Group recommendation letter to GPLU of
April 20, 199%94.

Fairbanks Ranch Association . PO Box R144 o Ramrhn Qames Fu A OMNET o 1210 ™22 1192 g LAV rr1A == .
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Another issue that we suggest be investigated in the Draft EIR
pertains to public school service that will be afforded to this
area. It is our understanding that several public school districts
have jurisdiction over portions of Santa Fe Valley. Efforts are
being made to perhaps adjust these boundaries to create 2 more
efficient and sensible delivery of educational services. The Drart
EIR should evaluate these options and discuss impacts to schools

and neighborhoods in surrounding areas in terms of overcrowding and
traffic.

There were a number of other items that we discussed on the rhone,
including the pProposed resort hotel and golf course and the private
gates at key entrances to the project area. You assured me these
matters would be addressed in the Draft EIR.

Please keep the Fairbanks Ranch Association on your distribution
list for future mailings and public hearing notification. If you
have any questions or comments, please call me at 619/756-4415.

Sincerely, '
David J. Abrams, AICP

Director of Planning
FATRBANKS RANCH ASSOCIATION

CC: Paul Marks, San Diequito Planping Group

y .
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State of Califernia The Rescurces Agenc

Memorandum

Date

To

From

Subject:

NOV 2 1984
1. Project Cocrdinator
Resources Agency

2. Mr. Gary Fink
County cof San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, california 92123

Department of Water Rescurces

SCH #94101023, Notice of Preparation for Santa Fe Valley
Specific Plan, San Diego County

We have completed the review of the Notice of Preparation
for the Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan dated October 18, 1994.

The attached "Statutes and Regulations Pertaining to
Supervision of Dams and Reservoirs 1993" defines dams under State
jurisdiction. The proposed 1,200 residential dwelling units dao
not invelve the construction of a dam or reservoir; therefore, we
have noc comments on the proposed project.

Thank you for the opportunity tec review and comment on the
Notice aof preparation.

If you have any questions, contact Field Engineer
Mutaz B. Mihyar at (916) 323-1116 or Regional Engineer
Richard Sanchez at (916) 322-6206.

(Lanon R Fogpin

Verncn H. Persson, Chief
Division of Safety of Dams
(916) 445-7606

Attachment
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PARTMENT OF CONSERVATION @f‘"

IVISION OF ADMINISTRATION

)E
ION OF MINES AND GEOLOGY
ISION OF OIL AND GAS :

IVISION OF RECYCLING

BO1 K Street
SACRAMENTQ, CA 95814-2528
Phone {916) 445-8733
FAX {916) 324-0948

November 18, 1994

Mr. Gary Fink

Counry of San Diego

Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, California 92123

Subject: Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan, Notice of Preparation: SCH #94101023.
Dear Mr. Fink:

The Department of Conservation has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Santa Fe
Valley Specific Plan draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The Department’s review focusses on
geologic hazards and mineral resource conservation.

The project description states that the proposed Specific Plan addresses development of 3,129
acres in generally undeveloped mountainous terrain southwest of Lake Hodges in central San Diego
Counry. Build-out would include a2 maximum of 1200 residential dwellings.

, _ i a
The Deparmment’s Division of Mines and Geology (DMG) has special expertise in evaluating
geologic/seismic hazards as well as mineral resource issues.

A. Background

The project description states that residential development would be primarily restricted to slopes
of 15% and under (p.2), but would also include "hillside housing™ on siopes of 15-25%. The Specific
Plan is to establish a “Conservation and Public Safery Element” that identifies the significant
environmental resources and natural hazards (p.3). The Initial Study also states that this element
" restricts development within the 100-year floodplain and on sieep slopes over 25 percenl” .- -

Under "Environmental Issues To Be Discussed”, the NOP states, "Although no geologic hazards
fi.e., active faults) exist on site...(1Jocal and distant active faults may expose persons to hazardous
siruarions caused by ground shaking, landslides, ground failure, or other hazards®,

B, Discussion .

Recognizing that geologic hazords include hazards other than acrive faudts, it appears that, with
minor re-phrasing, the potential geologic/seismic hazards at the site identified by the NOP (and to be
discussed in the DEIR and Public Safety Element) address most of the significant concerns DMG
identifies for this particular project area. The following information and considerations are offered w0
assist the Counry in addressing these issues and in preparing these documents:
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1) Seismic-Related Hazards - DMG's review indicates that the nearest active faults to the
site are the offshore Rose Canyon fault (about 10 miles), and the Elsinore and affshore Coronado
Banks faults (about 25 miles). The more distant San Jacinto and San Andreas faults are regarded
10 be more active, and thus more likely to produce a large earthquake. However, for planning
purposes, the Rose Canvon and Elsinore fauits appear capable of producing earthquakes in the
M6-3/4 10 M7 range, which would be expected t0 generate more significant ground shaking
amplitude in the project area than larger distant events. Therefore, DMG suggests thar evaiuation
of potential site hazards for ground/slope failure within the site area consider the possible strong
shaking generated by a large earthquake on the nearby active faults.

The active and potentially active faults nearest the project area are shown in DMG’s
“Preliminary Fault Activity Map®, Open Fiie Report 92-03, issued 1992. This publication
includes an appendix of references for mapped faults. DMG can refer the County to other
sources of information (i.e. addressing specific questions about these or other faults) upon
request.

2) Slope Instability Hazards - It appears that a primary considerarion for project pianning is
slope inswbility hazard, The Specific Plan area is generally composed of topography with steep-
sloped canyons (e.g., up 1o 75% along the San Dieguito River, Lusardi Creek, and their
triburaries), which are incised into a flar or gently sloping upland surface, Preliminary terrain
analysis by DMG indicates that perhaps 30% of the project area has slopes exceeding 25%, and
that many potential building sites would be adjacent to these slopes. DMG recommends that
planning considerations for building sites should consider potential impacts from landslide or
rockfall hazards, which could be present near the base and top of steep slopes as well as within
the slope. Likewise, grading for building-site and road construction, and storm sewer routing,
should consider the potential to overload, undercut, saturate, or otherwise destabilize slopes.
Project planning should also consider debris slides or flows along steep-slope drainage paths,
which may also be subject to infrequent flash flooding (see below).

DMG has published mapping describing landslides and relative slope stability of most of
the project area (DMG Open File Report 86-15, “Landslide Hazards in the Rancho Santa Fe
[7.5'} Quadrangie, San Diego Counry: Landslide Hazard Identification Map No.6", by S.S. Tan,
1986). In addition, Wilson and Keefer (1985) provides a useful review of earthquake-induced
slope instability and suggestions regarding evaluation of such hazards. The Counry may find
these documents useful in preparing the DEIR and formulating hazard maps and development
policies for the Specific Plan. DMG can refer the County to numerous other puhlications
addressing landstide hazard analysis and mitigation upon request.

3) Flooding Hazard - In addition 1o areas within identified 100-year floodplains, DMG
recommends that the County address the potential for flood-flows and debris-torrents along the
numerous steep drainage paths within the project area. In general, drainages from steep-sloped
topographic basins are especially prone 1o flash-flooding as a result of surface runoff
concentration during intense storm events. The potential for debris torrents can increase in areas
where runoff events are relatively infrequent, or as a result of construction, such that debris
accumulates in drainages.

Although intense storm events may be infrequent, such flows may carry significant
destructive power when they occur. Topographic maps of the Specific Plan area sugges: a
umber of drainages may be susceptible 10 this hazard, Therefore, the Department recommends
that the Specific Plan address the porential impacts of surface runoff from a 100-year (and perhaps
300-year) meseorological event, as weil as the 100-year flood evemt. :
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4) Current Upiform Building Code - Direct impacts to structures from seismic shaking are
generally addressed through properly designed construction. The Department notes that the 1994

edition of the Uniform Building Code (UBC) includes up-to-date standards governing site
evaluation, grading and excavations, as weli as foundation and structure design. These are
recommended for the County’s consideration for the Specific Plan Public Safery Element, given
that the Specific Plan area is within UBC seismic zone 4.

A copy of the DMG Note 46 is enclosed as a guide for geologic/seismic issues to consider in a
DEIR, and the Office of Planning and Research's General Plan Guidelines contains valuable direction for
safety elements. DMG's publications office (916-445-5716) can supply copies of the open file reports
discussed above. i

Mineral Resource Management

The Department and State Mining and Geology Board (Board) reviewed the document pursuant to
Sections 2761-2763 of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA; copy enclosed), and
{[geohazards starute], and offer the following comments.

Miperal Resources Issue

The proposed project is located on lands classified by the State Geologist as containing aggregate
resources of undetermined significance (MRZ-3)(Special Report 153, Mineral Land Classification:
Aﬁmmﬁﬂﬂmﬂmﬁmmwmwm Division of
Mines and Geology, 1982). Special Report 153 depicts this information on
Plates 12 and 13. This information should be included within the ‘GeologylGeotechmcal Section of the
DEIR Project Description.

It appears that action is warranted by San Diego County with regard to the adoption of Mineral
Resource Management Policies (MRMPs) requn'ed by SMARA Section 2762. SMARA Section 2762
requires the County to develop, and adopt in its General Plan, MRMPs based on classification and
designation information transmitted to the County by the Board. The following classification and
designation reports were transmitted to the County:

v Special Report 153, Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials jn the Western San
Diego County Production-Consumption Region.

Division of Mines and Geology, 1982;

v Opcn File Report 88-16, Mmmmﬁnﬁmmmm&mmmmmm

_gg_,r_gm; Dwmon of Mines and Geology, 1988

v Open File Report 89-15, MMMMMM@MM
Quadrangle, San Diego County, California - for Agerepate Materials.

Division of Mines and
Geology, 1989; and

v SMARA Dwznmon Repont No 4, memmm

Sme Mmmg and Geology Board, Aprﬂ 1985

The Board's records indicate the County developed MRMPs and forwarded them 1o the Board for
review on August 7, 1990, December 9, 1991, and June 15, 1992. The Board responded on September
24, 1990, ‘February 7, 1992 and July 16, 1992, respectively.
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The County’s efforts 1o develop comprehensive MRMPs are commendable. However, since the
County has yet to develop policies which fully comply with SMARA Section 2762 and Board adopted
reguiations (se¢ July 16, 1992 Board response; copy enclosed), the Board encourages the County 10
pursue full compliance with the MRMP requirement prior to adoption of final MRMP. Please forward
MRMPs 10 the State Mining and Geology Board, Attention Ms. Alice M. Singh, 801 K Street, MS 24-05.
Sacramento, California. 95814.

We hope the above comments may be helpful to you in the preparation of the Specific Plan DEIR
and Public Safety Element. We look forward 1o receiving the DEIR for review, or providing additional
assistance at your request. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me (916-
445-8733), Jeff Howard of the DMG for seismic hazard issues (916-323-4399), or Alice Singh of the
Mining and Geology Board regarding mineral resource policy issues (916-322-1082).

Sincerely,

Jason Marshall
Environmental Analyst

Enclosures

cc: Jeff Howard, Division of Mines and Geology
Ray Seiple, Division of Mines and Geology
Alice Singh, Stare Mining and Geology Board

Ref ited:
Wilson, R.C., and Keefer, D.K., 1985, Predicting areal limits of earthquake-induced landsliding: U.S.
Geological Survey Professional Paper 1360, p.317-345.
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GOLDEMN SHORE. SUITE %0
BEACH, Ca 90802

l "310) 590-5113

November 22, 1994 .o

Mr. Gary R. Fink

County of San Diego

Department cf Planning and lLand Use
5201 Ruffin Road, 5Suite B

San Diego, California 92123

Dear Mr. Fink:

Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report
Banta Fe Valley Specific Plan
ECH 94101023, san Diasgo County

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates
this opportunity to comment on the above-referenced project,
relative to impacts to biological resources. To enable
Department staff to adequately review and comment on the proposed
project, we recommend the following information be included in
the Draft Envircnmental Impact Report:

1. A complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and
adjacent to the project area, with particular emphasis upon
identifying endangered, threatened, and locally unique
species and sensitive habitats.

a. A thorough assessment of rare plants and rare natural
communities, following the Department’s May 1584
Guidelines for Assessing Impacts to Rare Plants and Rare
Natural Communities (Attachment 1).

b. A complete assessment of sensitive fish, wildlife,
reptile, and amphibian species. Seasonal variations in
use of the project area should also be addressed.
Focused species-specific surveys, conducted at the
appropriate time of year and time of day when the. .
sensitive species are active or otherwise identifiable,
are reguired. Acceptable species-specific survey
procedures should be developed in consultation with the
Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
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c.

Rare, threatened, and endangered species to be addressed
snould inciude all those which meer the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) definizion (see CEQA
Guidelines, § 15380).

The Department’s California Natural Diversicy Data Sase
in Sacramento should be contacted ac (91€) 327-5960 to
optain current information on any previously repcorted
sensitive species and habitart, including significantc
Natural Areas identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and
Game Code.

A thorougn discussion of direct, indirect, and cumuliative
impacts expected to adversely affect biological resources,
wizh specific measures to offser such impacts.

a.

CEQA Guidelines, § 15125(a) directs that knowledge ¢Z zhe
regicnal setting is critical Lo an assessment of
environmental impacts and that special emphasis should be

rlaced on resources that are rare or unique to the
region.

Project impacts should alsoc be analyzed relative to their
effect on off-site habitars and poprulations. ‘
Specifically, this should include nearby public lands,
open space, adjacent natural habitacs, and riparian
ecosystems. Impacts to and maintenance of wildlife
corridor/movement areas should be fully evaluated and
provided.

A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as
described under CEQA Guidelines, § 15130. General and )
specific plans, as well as past, present, and anticipated
future projects, should be analyzed relative to their
impacts on similar plant communicies and wildlife
habitats.

The document should include an analysis of the effect
that the project may have on completion and '
implementation of regional and/or subregional - .
conservation programs. Under §2800-52840 of the Fish and
Game Code, the Department, through the Natural _
Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) program, is
coordinating with local jurisdictions, landowners and
Federal Government to preserve local and regicnal
biolcgical diversity. Coastal sage scrub is the Zirs:
natural community to be pilanned fzr under the NCCFP
program. The Department recommends that the Councy
ensure that the development of this and other propcsed

it

-‘Projects 4o not preclude long-term preserve planning
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3.

options and that they conform with other requirements of
the NCCP program. Jurisdictions participating in the
NCCP should assess specific projects for consistency with
the NCCP Conservation Guidelines. Addirionally, the
jurisdictions should quantify and qualify: 1) the amount
of coastal sage scrub within their boundaries; 2) the
acreage of coastal sage scrub habitat removed by
individual projects; and 3! any acreage set aside for
mitigation. This information should be kept in_an
updated ledger system. These issues must be addressed in
an Environmental Impact Report per CEQA Guidelines,
§15065 and §15380.

A range of alternatives should be analyzed to ensure that
alternatives to the proposed project in this area are fully
considered and evaluated. A range of alternatives which
avoid or otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological
resources should be included. Specific alternative locatioens
should also be evaluated in areas with lower resource
sensitivity, where appropriate.

a. Mitigation measures for project impacts to sensitive
plants, animals, and habitats should emphasize evaluatiocon
and selection of alternatives which avoid or otherwise
minimize project impacts. Off-site compensation for
unavoidable impacts through acgquisition and protection of
high-quality habitats elsewhere should be required.

b. The Department considers Rare Natural Communities as
threatened habitats that are both regional and local
significance. Thus, these communities should be fully
avoided and otherwise protected from project-related
impacts (Attachment 2}. '

c. The Department generally does not support the use of
relocation, salvage, and/or transplantation as mitigation
for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species.
Department studies have shown that these efforts are
experimental in nature and largely unsuccessfulis -

If the project has the potential to adversely affect species

cf plants or animals listed under the California Endangered

Species Act (CESA), either during construction or over the

life of the project, a CESA-Memorandum of Understanding

{CESA-MOU) must be obtained under Section 2081 of the Fish

and Game Code. CESA-MOU’'s are issued to conserve, protect,
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enhance, and restore State-listed threatened cr endangered
species and their habitats. Early consuitation is encouraged, as
51gn1f1cant modification te a projec:t and mitigation measures may
be required in order to obtain a CESA-MOU,.

a. Biological mitigation proposals should be cf sufficie
detail and resclution to satisfy the requirements for
CESA-MOU.

b. A Department-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation
Plan are required for plants listed as rare under the
Native plant Protectien Act.

S. The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/cxr
their channelization or conversion to subsurface drains. All
wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent or perennial,
must be retained and provided with substantial setbacks which
preserve the rlparlan and aguatic values and maintain thei
value to cn-site and off-site wildlife populations.

a. The Department has direct authorlty under Fish and Game
Code Section 1600 et. seqg. in regard to any proposed
activity which would divert, obstruct, or affect the
natural flow or change the bed, channel, or bank of any
river, stream, or lake. Departmental jurisdiction under
Section 1600 et. seg. applies to all lands within the
100-year floodplain. Early consultation is recommended,
since modification of the proposed project may be
required to avoid or reduce impacts te fish and wildlife
resources.

b. A discussion of potential adverse impacts from any
increased runoff, sedimentation, soil erosion, and/ecr
urban pecllutants on streams and watercourses ©n or near
the project site, with mitigation measures proposed to
alleviate such impacts.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Questiocns
regarding this letter and further coordinaticn con these issues
should be directed to Mr. Tim Dillingham, Wildlife Bioclogist. at
{619) 5B1-396&2.

Simcerely
o . 4
red Worthley )
Regional Manaae*
Region §

Attachments
cc: See attached list
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cce

Mr. Tim Dillingham
Department of Fish and Game
San Diego, California

Mr. Jim Dice
Department of Fish and Game
San Diego, California

Mr. Terry Foreman
Department of Fish and Game
Ramona, California

Ms. Terri Dickerson
Department of Fish and Game
Laguna Hills, California

Ms. Terri Stewart
Department of Fish and Game
San Diego, California

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Carlsbad, California

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Los Angeles, California

State Clearinghouse
Sacramente, California



- ! . . . 1. . 4 f . i, “ ‘ ' . . i . ' o [CE a




Stace of Califormia -
THE RESOURCES AGENCY
Deparceent of Fish and Game
May 4, 1984

GUIDELINES FOR ASSESSING EFFECTS OF PROPOSED
DEYELOPMENTS ON RARE AND EXDANGZRED PLANTS AND PLANT COMMUNITIES

-

The foliowing recosmendations are intended to halp those who prepire and review efvironmental gocuments catermine
when & botanical survey i neeced, who should be considersd qualified to conduct fuch survays, how field surveys
inould be conducted, and waat information should be contained 1n the survey report.

1. Botapical surveys tht ire conducted to determine the environmenta) effects of 3 proccsed devalopment should
be girected to all rare ind encangered plants and plant comunities. Rars ind sndingersd plants are not
necessarily limited to those spacies which have been “1i3tad”™ by state and federa) agancies but smoulsd
incluce any species that, tased on all available dati, CAN be shown [0 ba rare 4nd/or endangered uner tne
following cefinitions, .

A gpecies. subspecies or variety of plant is “endangered” when the prospec:s of It3 survival and reproduccion
are in irmediate jecoardy from one or sore ciuseas. incluaing loss of Aabitst. crangs in habitat, over-
wxploitation, precation, cocpetition or dissase. A plant 15 “rare® when, 1lthougn nat presently threatened
with exrinczion, the species, subsoecies or variety is found in guch small numers tArougmout 1T3 range

that 1t miy de encangered 1f {ts envirommmnt worsens.

Rare slant communities arv those communitias that are of hignly limited distribution. These communities may
pr may not contain rare or endingered species. The sost curvent version of the Califormia Matural Diversity
Data 3ase's Qutline of Terrestrial Comunities in.California may be ussd a5 & Guide tO the nirms of communities.

2. It is appropriate to conduct & botanics) field survey to determine if, or the extent that, rire planu will
be affecieq Dy 4 pruposec groject waen:

4. 3ised on an initial diological assessment, 1T appears thAT the pruject miy damige potential rare plant
manizat;

. Rare plants Mave historichlly been idenzified on the project site. but adecuste information for tsosics
assessment is lacking; or :

c. Yo initial biolegical azsessment has been conductad 4nd it {3 unznown whather OF Aot rare plants or
thetr PADiTAT exists on tha site.

3. Seranicai consultants shouid be salected on the Sasis of possession of the following qualifications (in
orger af \EDOr:ance):

4. Ziperience 43 4 patanical fleld Snvestigator with experience in fieid samoiing design and field metheas;
5. Tizonomic exbDerencet 4nd 4 knowisdge of dlant scalogy:

c. Familiarity w1y the plants af the ared, including rare species; amd

4. Familiarity with the approprisdte $Tace a;uc fucral_ statutes relatea to rire plants anc 2lant collecsing.

Tiela surveys snould Je concucssd in 2 sanner cnat will locace any rare or sncingered 3Decies TRAT may De
present. Specifically, rare or encangered lant sufveys snouid pe:

[

3. Cancucsed 4T Lne proper time of year whan rary Or endanqerwvd specits Jre both “avicent” and identiflapie.
Field surveys snouid de scaeduied {1) 2o coincige «fth cnown flowering perioas, éne/or (2) during periods
of paenological cevelcoment TAST are necassdry o fdantify the plant species of concern.

3. Floristic in aature. “Precictive surveys® (waich predict the occurrenca of rare species dased on e
occurrence 0 Aapitat or other pnysical features rither than actual field Imoection) snouid de reserved
for ecological stucies. mot for 1mDact assessment. Ivery species notad in the fieia snould e
1gentified TO the extent Nec23Sify 0 GATErMING «=AQther 1T 15 rare Or endingeres.



5.

I.n'.om of bozanical field surveys should de included 1n or with environmental assessments, negative
seclarations, EIR‘s and EIS's. ind should contain the following tnformation:

4.

b.
‘.

‘.

-’l

Conducted 1h i sannar that {3 comiitent with conservation ethics. Collections of rare or suscected rare l

.

spectes (voucner specizent) snould be mace only when JuCh IcIions would ROC JEODAraiIle LA continuec
axistence of *he pooulaticn and in accardance with apolicable state ang fecersi permit-Tegulations.

Youcher soecimans should be cepcsitad at recoeniled public hersaria for future reference. Photograony

shoui¢ be used to cocument plant {dantification 4nd habitat whangver pessidble, but especially wnen the
population cannat withstand collection of voucher specimens. : - —I

Conducted using systemstic field trchniques fn all hapitaes of the site ©o snsure d ressonadly tharsugh
coveraga of potantial imoact arees.

¥ell docusented. 'Yhea I rare or encangersd plant (or rare plant comuntty) {s iocated, ¢ Qalifornia
Mative Soecies (or Commnity) Fleld Survey Form or equivalent writian form should be completed ang
suomitted to the Natural Diversity Juta Bass. . .

Project aescription. including a datziled map of the projec: location and g3udy ared.

uged. ana a vegatatio: l

A written cescriptiss of biological satting rafersncing the community acssnclature
Detailed description of survey mathodaleqy. :

Dates of field survers.

Results of survey {including detailed maps).

An assessment of potential i{soacts.

Oiséu:: ron af the imporzance af rare plant pooulations wizh contlderation
sgecies aistriputien.

gf nearoy Jopulations and toT2

Recommencec aitigation mmasures to recuca oF avoid imDacss.

List of all soecias iasantifted.

Cagies of all Califernia ttive Soecins Flald Swrvey Forms or matyral Community Field Survey Forms.

Name of field investigacor{s).

feferences citad, Serions contacisd, hersaria vigited. ang disposition of voucher joecimens.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Sensitivity of Top Priority Rare Natural Communities
in Southern California

Sensitive rankings are determined by the Department of
Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Data Base and
based -on elther nurber ©f known occurrences (locations)
and/or amount of hahitat remaining (acreage). The three
rankings used for these top priority rare natural
communities are as follows:

Sl1. - Less than € known locations and/or less than 2,000
acres of habitat remaining

52. -~ Occurs in 6-20 known locations and/or 2,000-10,000
acres of habitat remaining

S3. - Occurs in 21-100 known leocations and/or 10,000-50,000
acres of habitat remaining

The number to the right of the decimal pecint after the

ranking refers to the degree of threat posed to that
natural community regardless of the ranking. Feor example:

$1.1 = verv threatened
S2.2 = threatened
53.3 = no current threats Xnown

(continued)
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Attachment 2 - Page 2

Sensitivity Rankings

COMMUNITY NAME

Mojave Riparian Forest

Sonoran Cottonwood Willew Riparian
Mesgquite Bosque

Elephant Tree Woodland
Crucifixion Thorn Woodland
Allthorn Woodland

Arizonan Woodland

Southern California Walnut Forest
Mainland Cherry Forest

Southern Bishop Pine Forest
Torrey Pine Forest

Desert Mountain White Fir Forest

Southern Foredunce
Meono Pumice Flat
Southern Interior Basalt Fl. Vernal

Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub

(February 1992)

Southern Dune Scrub

Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub
Maritime Succulent Scrub
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Southern Maritime Chaparral
Vallley Needlegrass Grassland
Great Basin Grassland

Mojave Desert Grassland
Pebble Plains

Southern Sedge Bog

Cismontane Alkali Marsh

Pool

Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
S. Arroya Willow Riparian Forest

Riversidean Upland Coastal Sage Scrub

Riversidean Desert Sage Scrub
Sagebrush Steppe

Desert Sink Scrub

Mafic Southern Mixed Chaparral
San Diego Mesa Hardpan Vernal P.
San Diego Mesa Claypan Vernal P.
Alkali Meadow

Southern Coastal Salt Marsh
Coastal Brackish Marsh
Transmontane Alkali Marsh

S. Interior Cypress Forest
Bigcone Spruce-Canyon Oak Forest

Active Coastal Dunes
Active Desert Dunes
S. California Fellfield

Stab. and Part. Stab. Desert Dunes
Stab. and Part. Stab.

Bristlecone Pine Forest
Limber Pine Forest

Southern Willow Scrub
Modoc=G.Bas. Cottonwood Willow Rip.
Modoc-Great Basin Riparian Scrub
Mojave Desert Wash Scrub
Englemann Oak Woodland

Open Englemann Oakx Woodland
Closed Engelmann Oak Woodland
Island Oak Woodland

California Walnut Woodland
Island Ironwood Forest

Island Cherry Forest

Mojave Mixed Steppe
Transmontane Freshwater Marsh
Coulter Pine Forest

White Mountains Fe=llfield

Desert Sandfield
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Encinitas, CA 92024-3357

Union High School Distriet 618/753-6481

November 4, 1984

Mr. Gary R. Fink

County of San Diego

Department of Planning

and Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, California 92123-1666

Re:  Santa Fe Valiey Specific Plan - Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Fink:

The San Dieguito Union High School District (the "School District") has reviewed your
Notice of intent to Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report with respect to the
Santa Fe Valiey Specific Plan (the "Notice of Intent"). The Notice of Intent which we
have reviewed clearly fails to mitigate the impacts of the proposed project upon the
schools which would be called upon to serve the project. This letter sets out required
changes to the Notice of Intent.

The Notice of Intent indicates that the Specific Plan proposes the addition of 1,200
residential units, which would result in a significant increase in the number of students
attending the School District's schools. As indicated in the Notice of Intent, this
increase will increase the demand for schools.

The School District prepared and updated a Master Development School and Faciiities
Needs Analysis in June of 1882 and the School District's Capacity Policy updated in
February of 1993 which indicates that the School District currently has no capacity for
additional students. Given the present lack of capacity, which is anticipated to
continue, it will be necessary for the developer to fully mitigate the impact of its project
on the School District's facilities. in order to ensure adequate mitigation, we propose
the inclusion of the following language in the final Specific Plan:

The deveiopment project will be required to fully mitigate the impact of its
deveiopment on school capacity. In this regard, the developer of the
project shall, prior to recordation. of any subdivision maps, enter into a
mitigation agreement with the affected school districts to provide sufficient

Diegueno H @ Earl Warren |H ® Oak Crest |H ® North Coast Alternacdve HS
San Diegutto HS ¢ San Dieguito Adult Education ® Sunset HS ¢ Torrey Pines HS



Mr. Gary R. Fink
November 4, 1954
Page 2

funds to construct faciiities to fully meet the needs generated by the
development.

Please contact me at (619) 753-6491 extension 5573, if you wish to discuss this
request further.

Sincerely,

Lt

C Eric J. Hall -
Business Manager

ir

o !
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November 4, 1994

Mr. Garv Fink

Environmental Management Specialist IIX
Department of Planning and Land Use
County of San Diego

5201 Ruffin Rocad, Suite B

San Diego, CA 921123

RE: Notice of Intent to Prepare and Environmental Impact Report
Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Fink:

This letter is sent in response to your October 4, 1994 Notice of
Intent (NOP). Thank you for including us in the list of interested
parties from the outset. We have reviewed the NOP and believe that
it covers all of the necessary subject areas. We will await the
draft Environmental Impact Report and intend to comment on its
adequacy during the public review period.

In the "Project Characteristics" discussion on Page 2 of the NOP,
You reference a proposed intersection on Del Dios Highway at Calle
Ambiente. With the anticipated deletion of SA 680 from the
County's Circulation Element, we are ccncerned byh a proposal which
would lead to the connection of a public road to Del Dios Highway.

Thank you for this early opportunity to comment. Please inform us
at each appropriate juncture of environmental review.

Sincerely,

A4
’ C-//-‘- f’/

James’B. Hare

., Planning Director

RANCHO SANTA FE ASSOCIATION

A HOMEOwNers ASSOCINION INCOMDOrateg under the 1aws or the State of Califoma. July 14, 1927
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SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED OR EXPECTED IN THE SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC IPLLAN ARFA!

Table 1 (Countlnued)

.

Sensilivity Status?

Species Habitat} Federal State Otler Occurrence within Specific Plan Arca
GROUP 2 SPFECIES
Insects
tiermes Copper Butterdly CSS. cHe C2 Low o moderate polential to aceur in CSS und
Lycaena hennes CHP habitats supporting Lirval hiost plam,
redberry.

Awmphibians
Western Spadefoot Toad CSS, PGL, CS CSsC Observed near OW o habitat in central SPPA:
Scaphiopus hammondi NNG, MFS, observed in VP habitat in northwest portion ol

SWS, FWM, SPA; polential for occurrence in CSS and NNGG

Vi OW near OW and riparian scb.
Southwestern Pond Turtle AWRF, MFS, C2 CsC SDHS-T Observed in OW along the San Dieguite River
Clemmys mannorata pollicda SWS, FWM, in SPA and Lusarndi Creek just offsite.
Ow

San Dicgo Banded Gecko CSS, cup, C2 SDUS-T Modaate to high potential 10 occm in niwk
Coleonyx variegatus abbaotri RO outerops in CSS and CHI.
San Dicgo Horned Lizard 'SS 99 CFP SHIV-E Observed at a single location in west-centra)
Phrynosoma corenuttum blainvillei SPA; high potential to oceur in CSS sl €11
Coronado Island Skink CSS, Clp, C2 CsC Observed at a single location along Lusardi

Euwmeces skiltonianus interparietalis

PGl., NNG,
LORF,
SWRE,

MIS,SWS

Creek; high potential to oceur in suitable habitat
throughont SPA.
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Table 1 (Continued)

SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED OR EXPECTED IN TIE SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN AREA!

Sensitivity Stalus?

Species Habigg? Federal State Other Ocenmence within Specitic Plan Area
Birds
Western Least Bittem I'WM C2 CDOFG Low 1o maderate potetial (o ocear in FWM
Loabrychus exilis hesperis
Great Blue Heron MSF, SWS, SA Everett Observed foraging in irrvigation pond and along
Ardea herodias hevodias TS, F'WM, vp San Dieguito River; no records ol this specivs
nesting within SP'A,
Great Egret MSI, SWS, SA Detected along San Dieguito River. 1ligh
Casmerodius albus TS, FWM, vp potential t forage in ripasian and wetland
habitats in SPA; not expected o nest in SPPA

Suowy Egrel MSF, SWS, SA IHigh potential to forage in riparian and wetluxd
Eprena thula 18, FWM, VP habitats in SPA. Not expeciced o nest in SI'A.
Black-crowned Night Heron AWRI:, MSF, SA Everenl Obscrved loraging in ddgation pond and along
Nycticorax nycticorax hoactli SWS, TS riparian habitat in central and southeastern SIPA

FWM, vp no reports ol this species nesting within SPA.
White-tailed Kie CSS, IPGL, SA Scveral imndividuals observed foraging in NNG
Elanus lencrus majusculus NNG, LLORF, und AG habitat throughout SPA; probahle

AWRF, MFS, breeding resident.
SWS, TS,
LUe

Nosthern Harrier C5S, PGL, CSC Evereu- Observed foraging in NNG and AG habitat
Circus cvanens hidvonius NNG, FWM, Bl throughout SPA; puobable breeding residem.

Vi), AG
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Table | (Continued)

SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED OR EXPECTED IN THE SANTA FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLLAN AREA!

Sensitivity Status?

Sprecies Habitu? Federal State Other Occurrence wilhin Specific Pl Arci
Coastal Cactus Wren CSS Cib Csc Eveic listorically present in SPA new confhience of
Campylothynchus brunneicapillus Sin Dieguito River and Lusardi Creek; based

on 1992 surveys, species curtently not using
suitable habitat within SPA.
Loggerhead Shrike CSS, PGL, -C3c CSC ADL. Obscrved foraging in open habitats in SI'A:
Lanius ludovicianus NNG, AG probable breeding residet,
Yellow Winbler LORF, CSC Everet-D Single individual observed nea __,m_z._.r._. hahitat
Dendroica petechia morcomi AWRE, MFS, in western SPPA; high potential 10 nest in
SWS, TS tiparian habitat along San Dicguito River ol
Lusandi Creek.
Ycllow-treasted Chat LORE, CsC Everen-b) Muderate potetial to nest in riparian habitats
cteria virens auricollis AWRF, MFS, along San Dieguito River and Lusardi Cyeek.
SWS
Southern Cilifornia Rufous-crowned CS8S C2 CSC Observed in CSS and disturbed CSS habitat.
Spurrow
Aimophila rficeps canescens
Bell's Sage Sparrow ClHP, CSS c2 CSC Eight individuals obscived in CSS and CHIP?
Amphispiza belli belli habitats; expected thronghout much of SPA.
Tricolared Blackbird FWM, AG C2 CsC Moderate poteatial 1o nest in lreshwater mish

Agelaius tricolor

and forage in agriculinral habita,
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SENSITIVE WHLDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED OR EXPECTED IN THE SANTA FE VALLEY m_.._.uﬁ__.‘:\. PLAN AREA!

Table 1 (Continued)

Illllllllll'llu F L
v ! ‘ . o, N . . . . \ B . | . H o v Naerars

H

Sensitivily Status?

‘

Species Habit Federal State Other Occurrence within Specilic Phan Area
>==.in== Badger CSS, PGL, CSsC Low potential 10 acenr in apea habitats.
Tavidea taxus NNG, AG
GROUP 3 SPECIES
Reptiles
Granite Spiny Lizard CHPr, S5, 1.c Observed in CSS and CHP alang the San

Seeloporus orenni

Birds

‘Turkey Vuliuge
( wihartes mra

Green Heron _
Baorides swriatus anthonyi

Downy Woodpecker
Picoides pubescens trati

ue-gray Gasteatcher
Polioptila caendea amoenissina

RO

CSS, cne,

PGL, NNG,
RO, EUC,

AG, RUD

LORE,
AWRF, MFS,
SWS, T8,
FwWM

LORE,
AWRFE, MFS,
SWS

CSS, CHP,
LORE, MI'S,
S5WS

Everent-D

Everett

Liverent

Evered

Dieguite River Valley; suitable h
throwghow SPA.

abitt present

-

Observed saaring over the site. Bxpected o
cammonly forage in open habitats. Moderate

potential to nest in rock outcrops

in

nartheastern potion of SPA above bake

Haodges dam.

Single individual observed fonaging in

irrigation pond in castern SPA; nearest known

breeding location cast edge of Lake Hodges.

Single occwrrence in viparian habitat in wesicin

SPA; high potential in other ripacian habitus.

Observed in castern and northwesten Prartions

ol SPA; expected as a winter vis

ilor only, in

CNS, vipaian, and CHE habitats
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Table 2 (Continued)

SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED IN THE SANTA

FE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN AREA!

Daudlleya variegain Oss, one
Vinicgated Dinlleya

Ferocactus vividescens CSs, Cne
San Dicgo Bairel Cactus

tva hayesiana FWM, R, Drainages
S Dicgo Minsh-clder

{uercus dumosa e, smMe
Nutial's Scrub Oak

Group 3: ONPS List 4 Species

Chamaebatia ausiralis anr
Southern Mountain Miscry

Juncuy acunis var. leopoldii WM, R, Drainages
Spiny Rush

Seluginellu cinerascens CS8S, CHP
Asliy Spike-moss

USFWS: C2 Candidinte
CNPS: List IR, 2-2.2

USHWS: C2 Candidie
CNPS: List 2, 1-3-1

USFWS: C2 Candidae
CNI'S: List 2, 2-2-1

USFWS: C2 Ciundidite
CNPS: List 1B, 2-3.2

CNPS: List 4, 1-2-1

CNPS: List 4, 1-2-1

CNPS: list 4, 1-2-1

Single poputation in CSS in noitheasteom SIPA.
lnfiequent in CSS at scattered locations thaoiglom SI°A
Common in FWM and R thioughout SPPA.

Svattered throughom CHE and SMC in western SI°'A
atong San Dicguito River and Lusardi Creck.

Single population in CHP in nonheasicin SPA,
Common in FWM and R ihroughouw SIPA.

Common in CSS and CHIE dionghom SIPA

U Bascd on information from Ogden Environmental 1992- 1995 ficld surveys and historic sightings.

? Yabitatg:
Cuastal Sage Scrub

¢SS =

cuep = Chapamal

SMC = Soulhern Maritime Chaparsal
I*Gi. = Percnnial (Native) Grassland

Y Sensitivity Stivus Designiions:

NNG
F'wM
R

ve
RO

USUEWS = LS. Fish and Wildlile Scrvice (1990)
COFG = Calilornia Depastient of Fish and Game (1992a),
CNI'S = Caliloria Naive Pt Seciety (Skinner aind Pavlik (094),

Nonnative Grassland

Coastal and Valley IFreshwater Marsh

Riparian Habitat (includes Riparian Sconh and Ripasian Foresis)
Yermal Pool

Ruck Quicrop
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FROJECTER INPACTS TO SENSITIVE

Table } (¢ ontluved)

THE SANTA F¥.

VALLEY SPECIHIC

WILLLIFE, SPECIES AN BANITATS WIRINN

FLAN ARLA

4

Spevies

Species Occumence (Numihes o
Individual Deterted VA vailalie 11w
tActes of Posential ir Occupied N,
in Specilic Plan Study Acal

Nushes of Individualy
Acses (A ol Tinalyof

Fedemind Hikvicad in
pen Sjine

Nuwhes of Individualy
Acres (% of Toualy of
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Yery Low Density sl Rowal

Residential
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Teble 3 {Uensinyed)

’ PROJECTED IMPACTS TO SENSITVE Wil DLIFF. SPECIES AND HADITATS WITIIN
TIIE SANTA FEVALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN AREA

. Rumber of Individusiy/
Species {xccunence (Number ol Number if Individualy Acres (% of Tintal) of Number of lilividualy
tnividual DetectedyAvailable Habitat Acres (% ol Toml) of Prtecdiel Habitat in Acreage (% of Tolal)

{Acres of Potential or Occupicd Habitar, Potentind Hibilst in Very Low :.2.:.« ard Runal of Polential Habita
Spevies in §pecific Ptan Sundy Area! Open Space Residenial in Devehiped L aom ationi<) vl Impacis
ke gray Unsicwcher Minaa L1009 (M).6%) W14 (19.)%) 21658 (201%) 1. Noethwest poctina of stwty area
e Gaasheak 384006 UIBA 117 07135.9 (4.3%) ¥636.3 (1 1% 1. Northwest portion of stuly area

1. Southeast comet ol siwdy aica

Girasshoppet Sparcow niny 168 84249%) 4 (5.1%) 1930 (M 0% 1. Nonthwest pumtion of shily wea
Mammals
Momtain Lion [LANIL IVL IO G (M) %) w3514 (191%) V1638 (201%)
U Avsitable habital fiw ench specicy it the nnal acres of all habitat types potentially used by the speciet within L_..n study sten The dilfeient habite) types wied hy each species are listed in Table § 1

1 Ine number of Califuinis anamcatcher levsitonies in the Santa Ie Valley Specitic Man Stinly nrea is an estimare hased h mfull gasicaicher sightings during 1992 surveys. Whete there are luslung e mune 1ecent feg. UWA unvey daia)
sighiings in ha weoctupied durlng 1992 suiveys, this infiamation iy shiwn on Ilaie 3 but has aot been incorporsied into the testitory estimare. Because nf the vatlahility of gnarcatbier puputation densities, and the prescnce of
unioccppicd constal sage scrub habitat oasite, the nuntber ol sciial 1enitories onsite would he €apecied 10 change frimn yeae in year

Ihe s iial habitat available fin Jeerimes Copped it howed than the areages of crasiil sage serub amd chaparral in the swdy arca  Hlennes Crogper utilize cedlieary (RRammiet eoae ea) i solibinas wiho e boomlhes weprLion categines i
i vedialutar bas o heen delinestead i uantilicd w the siuly ares

4 Ihe avial habitas wvaitable for this Specres ivrestiscied w0 mictohabitals with au by and s b sutcrops, and is less than the vveralt YERCIAioN Caleginics

3 the acival habitat svailsble 1o cactns wien is substantiatly less than the aenmint af coastal sage scmb habital availsble as the cacius wren is limited 1 microhshitats with Wwhatantial stanids of o species







